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ABSTRACT / 

--^ Utilizing data compiled froni the 1970 0*S, Census 

PopuMtienr this statistical analysis presents a comparison of the ' 
socioeconomic chat^acteristics of growing -and declining 
nonmetropolitan U.S. doujities* In addition, separate^analyses are 
pres.ented for whites and^ racial minorities and fot Soijth and nonsouth 
regions (since analysis is li*mited to thpse counties jAaving at least 
250* racial minority residentsr^nd' gince 2/3 of these are located in 
the South, the analysis of national , level nonmetropolitan data is 
Jie^vily weighted by soulvhern counmes) . This analysis indicates^ that^ 
when compared with growing nonmetrq|)olitan counties, the declining 
nonmetropolitan counties hate: (1)s^a deficit of working age 
population; ^2) a fiigher proportion of dependent age groups; (3) a 
loKjer mediaii educational » attainment atnong -the minority population; 

^4]_a lower rate of female participation in the labor force (33. 7X vs 
37.9X) ; '(5| a lower median fc\jily inc6me ($6,546 vs- $8,027); (6) less 

' employment <in manufacturing 1p23.1% vs 26. 9X); (7) a higher than 
average amount of employment in low-;;wag^/low~skill extractive 
industries (20.1% vs 6.5%); and (8) a higher percentage of families 
whose income falls below/the' poverty line, ^his analysis indicates a 
declinin'g population affects &jp area^s socioeconomic composition, age 
and 'labor force structures, and its ability to genera'^te income. 
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J, ^ ABSTRACT . * 

/ * / 

Population declini can ^dwrsely affect an area's socfajl and economic com- 
position, itts -age st^ructure, t|ie striicture of its labor force, and its ability 
to generate Income^ to support ^ssential pro^ram^ and activities. Counties 
with declining poptdation have a defijcit of working age pdpvlation and a rela- 
tively high pjroportion of dependent age groups. Declining counties trail the 
growin]^ counifles in family iqQome^ labor force participation by females, and 
employment in manufacturing; they are characterized by much higher than average 
employment in low-wage and lew-skill extractive industries. A substantial num- 
ber of counties that declined'Muring the 1960 *s are currently experiencing 
populatlo]^ grbwtfi. Hence, population decline is not necessarily irreversible; 
not all declining areas are being bypassed by the process of national economic 
growth. . 4 ^ 

{ 

Key Words: - Nonmetropolitan population. Population growth, .Populat!ion decline. 
Socioeconomic char^icteristics. Age, Sex, Race;^ Education, Family 
income. Poverty, Occupation, In4ustry, Labor force* * 
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HIGHLIGHTS 

Counties which are losing population lag behind population-gaining counties 
in family income, participation of women in. the labor force, and employment in 
miauuf acturtng* They also have higher than average emplpyt^ent in low-wage and' 
low-^skill extractive industries ♦ While many of these population-losing counties 
have recently "turned around** and now experience population. growth, population 
loss ccmtlnues in others. Special assistance ma^^ be required to ensure a d^ecent 
standard of living for residents of counties bypassed by national ecoilomic de- 
velopment* . , ^ * ^ ] 

■4^' ^* * ' ■ 

Declining couati6s have a deficit of working age population, an^ a large 

proportion of elderly* Moreover, the racial minority population in declining 

^areas has .a relatively large proportion of young children as well* ^The youth 

agad aged have relatively low rates of labor forcfe participation and»require a 

number/ of societal supports including educational aad custodial institutions* and 

healtHL^d income maintenance* . /"^ , 

* * 

Median educational attainment of the racial minority population in rapidly 
declining counties (6*9 years) is 2 years less than that in counties that grew 
and experienced net intoigration*^ 

Regar5iless of race, region ,^or level of urbanization, the labor force par- 
tlcipatioiji rate of females in growing \coun ties exeeedj that in declining coun- 
ties (37*9 percent vs 33.7 pet^cent) * Moreover, labo^ for6e participation is 
higlier for^won^n In counties that declined by less than 10 percent as con^ared 
with counties that declined by higher rates (34*7 percent vs 30*7 percent)* In 
contrast, growing and declining counties differ only slightly in the proportion 
-»of males participating in th-e labur force* _ . 

■ ' " • \ 
Extractive industries such as agriculture and mining with relatively low 

wage and skill levels have experienced substantial declines in manpower needs; 
hence, counties highly dependent on extractive emplojanent tetid also to be areas 
of population decline* Emplojrmeilt in extractive industries increases regularly 
as a percentage of total employment as one moves from growing areas with net 
ininigratioji (6*5 percent) to counties that lost 10 percent or more* of their 
population (20*1 percent)* >^ ^ 

Growing counties have a higher proportion of their labor force employed in 
manufacturing than is true of declining counties (26*9 percent vs 23*1 percent), 
but the pattern is not ^regular over the four categories .<^f growth and decline* 
The heaviest teliance on manufacturing employment is among those counties that 
experienced mode1?t population growth ^od slight decline* * 

Median *family income is substantially lower in declining counties as com-- 
pared with growing counties ($8,027 vs $6,546)* Moreover, rapidly declining 
counties have less than 70 percent as much income per family as do rapidly grow- 
iug^ counties ($8,331 vs $5,741)* Similarly, the percentage of families falling 
below the poverty line is higher in declining counties* Differences in family 
income are related to the industry mix of employment, labor force participation 
rate of women, ^ge composition, and educational attainment — all these factors 
favor growing counties* Wages and salaries are somewhat more important as a 
source of income in growing counties while the opposite is true (of social secu-- 
rity and welfare* 
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INTRODUCTION 



* Populatiod change — especially declines ~ can have a serious negative im- 
pact on nonmetropolitan comnunities* Such change xan adversely affect the com- 
position of a comaaiinlty's popxxlation (5)*, and it Is generally associate^ with 
the availability of services, amenities ^ and economic opportunities (6^r 13)* 

Previous comparat:ive r^^earch ha* investigated the association of popxila- ^ 
tion change with soaioeconomic jcoirposition for cities and metropolitan areas 
(16 , 20, 5) and for viilages (12 ,7)* Results of these stWies .are topsistent; 
they show that gft'owing (!oiiiBuftities have younger age structures, higjhier socio- ^ 
economic status, and higher labor force participation rates that suggest greater 
economic opporttmity. - " 

, " ' ■ ^ * ' . ■-■ ■ 

^ This study compares characteristics of growing and <4eclining nonme ropoli- 
taxx counties in 1970 (data are based on*19?0 Census of Population, the latest* 
source of such information) • Ii| addition, it provides separate analyses for 
whites and racial minorities, and for the^ South and nonsouth regions."^ 

DATA AND METHODS 

* 

'* J' * * . ' ,., -* \ 

Th^ units of* observation; in this research are ni»metro]^olitan counties and ^ 

county equilvjalents.i/ Data were compiled from the 1970 Census of Population 
in which the characteristics discussed Here are based* on a 20-percent: sample ^ 
pf all households. As these are saiiq)le items, there is concern over the re- 
liability 6f the characteristics data for racial minorities in counties with 



* Underscored numerals in parentheses refer to references on pages 25-26\ 
' 1/ The delineation of metropolitan and nonmetropolitan counties follows the 
official designation by the Office of Management and Budget in Aptil 1974. Our 
data were compiled prioi; to th^ final announcement, however, and we recognize 
only^612 mejtropolitan counties' rather than the current official total of^630. 

0007 ' , 




very sioall minority populations.^/ For example, the racial minority data pre- 
sented for a county with 250 ii4nority residents ^re based on 50 actual cases. 
* Hence, this analysis is limited to those counties having at least 250 racial 
minority residents. 'Therer are 1,308 s^ch counties, about two-third^of which 
are^ located in the South (table 1, fig. 1). Consequently, the mjialysis of na-- 
tlonal level nonmetropolitan data is heavily weighted by southern counAes. 

Since one purposfe of this report is to describe^ the characteristics qf Both 
white and miflority populations in g;rowing and declining aread, the. analysis is 

- based, necessarily, on data colli^cted in counties with at J.easf a minitaum min- 
ority poptilation. This procedure /^raises the question of wKether the socioec- 

/ *onomic differences between growing ^md dAclihing nonmet|ropolitan counties ^with * 
at least 250 racial mirf6rity residents reflept the more general differenced^ 
existing between all growing and declining nonmetropolitan counties* Appendix 
B contains data for all 2,485 rfonmetropiSilitan cbtinties;' they ate highly ^imilar * 

- to corresponding, data presented in the text of the report. Readers interested 
in the socioeconomic differences between all growing and declining nonmetro-- 
politan counties, reg^jrdless o| r^ce, are directed "^^ Appen^dix B. |" 

To delineate j^owlng aad. declining „ counties, those growing by even ©tie per- 
son [or that remained .stable] were distiinguished from those that declined^ 
Table 2 indicates that regardless cff^ the level of urbanization or of the region, 
the difference in the average rate of population change between the categories 
is approximately 20 percentage points. * 

t ' " r ^ ^ ' ■■ ---- 

^ Population change is a product of natural increase and net migration. In 

growing coiintied, population lhange was primarily due to natural increase;, the 
excesa of births over deaths, while net outmigration was the basic source* of 
change in declining counties- Stable 3, fig; 2)-. However, growing coilhties did 
experience sofne net inmigration. Table 1 Indicates 306 of the 713 growin'g 
counties had net immigration while 407* expei?lenced net outmigration^ / Further- 
more,* table 2 indicates that the rate of poptilatioA growth is positively as^oc- 
iatedt with net migration^ Growing <:ounties wit|i net inmigration grew by 22.5 
percent while growing counties with net outmigt^ation grew by only 6.3 percent. 
Consequently, growing counties were subdivided into two groups (a) those that 

^ experienced net inmigration and (b) those that experienced net outmigration. 
Similarly, the declining category was partitioned into two groujis, but since 
virtually all declining counties experienced net outmigration, they were di- 
vided oti the basi3 of the rate of population ■ decline. The distribution of 



Ij > Although several ye^rd old, 1970 Census Dattt are. the most cdlrent avail- 
able on socioeconomic characteristics at the county level. Racial minority re- 
fers tp Negroes and other races. In the South, 9^*7 percent of this '^category is 
Negrp, 1?ut Negroes comprise only 81.1 percent of the racial minority population 
In^the remainder of the country. Indians, Japanese, Chinese, Filipinos, and a 
number of other groups are major components of the racial minority population 
in the nonsouth (17) . Of 1,308 nonmetropolitan counties with at least 250 ra- 
cial minority residents, oriljy 417 are located outside of the South. Consequent- 
ly, the minority data are heavily weighted by the southern black population^ 



O 2 

ERIC 



0()(\8 



T*ble 1 — Populatfion *nd(nufflber of counties by •poViilatlon growth 
and decline, race, region* and level of urbanization, 1970 i' 



Growth 


Decline 


: Total 


Net in- 
migration 


Net ouf , 
migration 


Total \ 


teas thin 
10 percent 


More than v. 
10 percent 



Iten 



1-*^ 

Population (Thousands) 

All nonnetropolitan 

TotMl ^ / . 
United St&»tea . 
' ' South 

Nonsouth 
White ' 

United States 
South 

Nonsouth * ''^ 
Racial minority 
United States 
South 
Nonsouth 

20^000 or nore urljan 

Total 

United States 

South V 

Nonsouth 
White 

United States * 

South ' 

Nonsouth 
Racial ninpri|:y 

United States 

South 

Nonsouth 

Less than 20,000 urban 

Total 

Unided States 

South 

Nonsouth 
White^^ , 

United States 

South 

Nonsouth 
Racial minority 

United States 

South 
^ Nonsouth 



Totar 



i 


\ 38,595 
21,916 
16,679» 


25,>^19^ 
13,178 
a2,79i 


11,972 
5,481 
6,491 


i3i^, 
7,647 
, 6,300 


12,676 . 
8,788 
3,88a 


9,538 
6,361 
3,177 


3,138 
^2,427 
711 




32,854 

17,042- 

iL$,812 


22,958 
10,850 
12,108 


11,024 
4,758 
6,266 


11,934 
" 6,092 
5,842 

\ 

2,013 
. 1.556 
457 


9,8d6 
6,192 
^3,704 


7,522 
4,474 
\3,048L 


2,374 
1,718 
•^56 




5,741 
4,875 
866 


2,961 
2,278 

* .683 


948 
722 
226 


2,780 
2,597 
183 


2,015 
1,887 
128 


. 710^ 
55 



19,175 15,271 
7,543 5,686 
11,632 9,585 

17,227 13,916 
6,0^ 4,699 
11,187^^^9,217 



7,564 JL*ID7 
2,658 3,028 
4,906 4,679 



1,948 
1,504 
444 



^1,355 
^.98/ 
368 



7,050 
2,299 
4,751 

514 

359 
i55 



6,866* 
2,400^ 
4,466 

841 
628 
213 



3,904 
1,857 
2,047 

3,311 
1,>1 
1,970 

59 3 
- 517 
76 



3,397 
1,615 
1.782 ' 

2,921 
1,206 
1,715 

476 
410 
66 



507- 

242 

265 

3^0 
135 
25 I 

117 
107 
10 



19,420 
14,373 
5,047 


10,648 . * 
7,442 " 
3,206 


4,408 
2,^3 
'1,585 


6,240 
^.619 
^.62l 


8.772 
6,931 
1,841 


6,l42^^^ 

4,746 

1,396 


2,630 
2,185 
^ 445 


15VP27 
11,002 
4,625 


9,04€ 
6,151 
2,891 
/ * " 
. 1,606 
1.291 V 
315 


3,974 
2,4^0 
l,5l4 


* 5J168 

3^5; 


/ 

6,585 
4,851* 
1,734 


-4^,602 
3,f69 
1,^33 


U983 
jr,582 
401 


3,793 
* 3,371 

^22 


4^4 
363 
71 


1,172. 
9>?8 
244 


2,187 
2,080 

107, 


1,539 
1,477 


648 

603 
45 



Nuiflber of Counti^j^ 


















All nonaetropolitan 


* 
















United States 


\ 1.308 


^ 713 


306 


407 


595 


401 




194 


South 1 


8.91 


' 438 


177 


261 


453 


m 




151 


Nonsouth V 


\ 417 


275 


„ 129 


146 


142 


99 




43 


^,000 or more urban 


















United ;6tate^ 


• 285 


21^ 


105 


112 . 


68 ' 


58 , 




10 


South 


• 125 


89 


43 


46 


36 


31 




5 


* Nonsouth 


; 1,60 


128 


62 


66 


' 32 


27 




5 


Leas than 20,000 urban 






1 










y 


United States 


\ 1.023 


496 


201 


295 


52 7 


343 




18A 


South 


766 


349 


' 134 ^ 


^ 215 


417 


271' 




146 


^ Nonsouth 


\ Ibl 


147 


67 


80 


110 


72 




38 



1^/ 1»10S nomactropolitan counties with 250 or more racial minority population. 
2/ Rows and' columns may not balance due to rounding. 
Source: Census of Population, 1970. 
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Tuble 2 — PopulAt^on (m«n|pe for %xcndn% and decliaing »oiuMitro|^lltAD 
♦ couatie* oy\regi«d and level of urb»nii«tion, 1960-1570 1/ 



Region 



D^^llne 



total 



• Net in- j^Jet out- 
^algr)ltlon ^migration ] 



Total 



, Leee than 

[10 percent * 



10 percent 
, or aoz^e 



"^1 npnioetrop^litan- 



Ua^efed States ^ 
\ 'dhaaga 1^60-1970 
^ Aaoiait (000) 
Percent 

South ^ 
^ Chgingc 1960-1970 
* Anount (000) \ 

Percent* 

^ * ♦ _ ■ 

Honeouth % 

Change 1:960-1970 
% ' Aaount (000)* 
Percent * 



United States 
* Change 1960-1970 
Aaount (000) ^ 
^^Eercent \ 

South • * 

diange ^960-'lft,70' 
Amount (000) \ 
Percent 

Hon south' 

Change 1960-1970 
Anount (000) 
percent 



/United StateiT 

^ ._^^ftc_y60-1970 

Amount (000) 
Percent 



South 

Change 1960-1970 
Aaounli (000) 
Percent 

Ncmsolith * \ 
Change 1960-19,70^ 
^ Amount (000) 
Percent 




^li,986 / 3,020 2,198 
- a3^2 22.5 



V 

737 1,482 1,013 
. 3^5 12^ 7 22.7 

li;S49 1,538 a, 185 
8.1 ' iar7 22*3 



822 
6.> 



469 
6.5 



-1,034 
-7.5, 



-745 ' 
-7.8 ^ 



35^ ^ -289 
3*9^ -6.9 



-437 
".4*4 



-291 
-4*4 



-146 



^^97 
-16 .A 



-454 
-15.8 



) -143 
^ -16*7 



— ^QbpOijp or aor^ urban population- 



1,807 2,037. 1,526 
10.4 ^ ^,4 25.3 



729 822 574 

10^7 \ m.9 -^7.5 



511 -230 
7*1 C >-5^6 



248 
8*9 



-93 
-4.8 



-149 
-4.2 



-61 
-3*6 



-81 
-13 ♦ 8 



. -^2 
-11* 7 



1,078-^ 1,215 952 
10.2 14.5 24.1 



T 



263 -137 T&8 

6.0 -6.3 . -4.7 

Leas than 20,000 urban population — 



-49 
-15.6 



179 

• 9 l0.2 18.0 



i;o 

3.5 



660 



32^ 



672 


311 ^ 


-804 


-287 


-517 


18.0 


7.9 


-8,4* 


-4.5 


-16.4 


4^9 


221 


-652 


-.230 


-422 


18.4 


5-0 


-8.6 


-4^ 


-16.2 












233 


$0 ^ 


Ik- 

-15 2 


-5 7 


-95 


17.2 


5.9* 

* 


-» y 


-4.0 


-17.6 ' 
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^1^/^1,308 nomsetrop^ltjua codntles wlth^SO or more raclaL minority population. 
ll Rows and coluans do not balance precisely diia to rounding. 
Sihirca: Census of Population, 1970. 
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*^ ^ Tilbie >^dotipon^« of- population change for growing mnd decli^lng • 
nonactropolitan* counties by region and^level of tirbanizetion, -1960-1970 i/ 



Region 



Population 



Populet ion 
change, 1960-1970 



Co9tponcnt0 of population changar »* 



Natural In cor ease 



Net 'migration 





; 1970 \ 


1960 


. dumber 


iPerctat [ 


,N\jaiber ] 


Percent 




Percent 




' Tho^«--*,^; 




Thou. 






Thou.' 






inou^ ^ 




































nonme t r 0 po 1 1 1 ati 








f ' 




United States * 
















y 

f 


1 




All noifmetropoli tan 


38,329 * 


36,374 


•1,955 


5. 


37 


3,972 


10. 


92 


-2,017 




55 


GrowJl^g \ 


25,822 


22,819 


3,oo5 


13. 


16 


2,702 


11. 


85 


301 


1. 


32 


Declining ^ 


12,50'' 


13,555/ 


-1,048 




73 


1,270* 


9. 


37 


-2,318 


-17. 


10 


South* 


: ? 


/ 


















■ <■ 


/JLl nonioetropolitan 


: 21,777 


H,a53 


^724 


0. 


44 ' 


2,376 


11. 


29 


-16.2 


-7. 


85 


Growing 


\ 13,112 * 


11,624 


1,488 


,12. 




1,434 


12. 


34 


54 




46 
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: 8,665 
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-764 


/ -8. 


11 


942 


9. 


99 


-1,706 .^-18. 
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8. 
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10, 


42 


-365 


-2. 


J— 
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: 12,710 


il;i^5 


1,515 


13. 


61 
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11. 


%0 


247 


2. 


21 
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: 3,842 


4,126 


. -284 


-6. 


88 


328 


7. 


96 


-61^ 


-14. 


82 
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17,276 
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10. 


48 


2,106 


12. 


19 


-296 


-1. 


55 
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: 15,231 


13,19:;^ 


2,039 


15. 


46 


1,671 / 


12. 


67 


368 


2. 


79 


Declining ^ ^ 


: 3,855 


4,084 


Xj229 


-5* 


61 


435 - 
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-16. 


29 
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7,486 


6,730 


756 


11. 


23 


958 


lA. 


23 


-202 


-3. 


00 


Growing 


: 5,676 


4,830 


846 


17. 


52 


726 


15. 


04 


120 


2. 


48 


^Declining 


: 1»810 


1,900 


-90 


-4. 


74 


232 


12. 


21 


-32:? 


-16. 


96 


Nonaouth 
























All nonoetropolltan 


: 11,600 


10,546 


1,054 


9. 


99 » 


1^48 


10. 


89 


-94 




89 


Growing 


: 9,555 


8,362 


1,193 


14. 


27 


945 


11. 


31 


248 


2. 


96 


Declining 


: 2,045 


2,184 


-139 


-6. 


36 


2tJ5 


9. 


30 


-342 


-15. 


65 
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: 19,243 


19,098 


145 




76 


1„866 


9. 




-1,721 


-9. 


01 
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10,591 


9,627 


964 


10. 


01 ^ 


1,031 


10. 




-67 




70 


Declining 


: 8,652 


9,471 


-819 


-8. 


65 


835 


8. 




-1,654 


-17. 


46 


South y 
























All nonmetropolltan 


14r,2^1 


14,323 


-32. 




22 


1,418 


9. 


90 


-1,450 


-10.^ 


12 


Growing 


: 7,436 


6,794 


642 


9. 


44 


708 


10. 


42 


^ -66 




97 


Declining ^ 


6,855 


7,529 


-674 


-8. 


95 


710 


9. 


43 


-1,384 


-18. 


36 
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4,952 


^775 


177 


3. 


71 


448 


9. 


38 


-271 


-5. 


68 


'Growing 


.3,155 


2,833 


322 


11. 


37 


^323 


11. 


41 


-1 
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1,797 


1,947 


-145 


^7. 


47 ^ 


. 125 


6. 


45 


-270 


-13. 
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1^/ 1,308 nonm^ropolitan counties* with 250 or more racial minority population. 
Source: U*S. Bureau of tke Census, ''Cooqponenis of P6pulatlon Change," Current Population 
Reports, Series P-125, No. -402, 1971. 
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COMPONErfTS OF^POPULATION CHANGE F^R GROWING AND 
DEOUNING I^NMETROPOUTAN COUPES, 1960-1970 * 
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Figure 2 



population ant of counties over/tiffes^ four categories of growth ancj^ecline is 
indicate'd in* iable 1, and their rates of population change are displayed *in 
.tabli& 2^ \ i ' . . 



The level of urbanization is* Introd^ed as a test factor to elaborate the 
assocla^on between population tihange and population coiiq?osition.W- This is 
necessary because ^previous research has demonstrated that population change 

^ a^id population Qoiiqposltlon bear a coaanon associationysirith urbanization (8) • 
1Siu», adjusting for the level <^ urbanization allowiJ one to determine whether 
there Is an actual link between population change and population composition, 
or iH4tether the "observed relationship is merely due to a common association with 

^ the *^lrd extraneous variable, level ^f ^ urb an iz a tlon • ' 

Two utbani^^ion-categpries were delineated by grouping together those 
co^ntddff having 20,000 or more urban residents and^4:hdde having fewer than 
20»000 urban residents .3/ This classification has Been used in previous re- 
si^arch'^ich indicates ihat the categories-are substantially different in their 
^ population char^t eristics (11) • ' ^ 



] 



3/ '' Urban residents are~^^ose livimji^ inplaces of 2,500 or more population. 



This research focuses on so^rioeconomic differences between growing and de- 
clining nonmetr'opolit^jopulations , yet the. data presented cem be used to 
coiBpate the^ cQmposit^ioifi ortH^^vario^j© racial groups, regions, and urbanization 
categories as well. "Jhis analysis, however, is limited to the growth-decline 
^comparisons, and the basie purpose for ^Introducing race, region, atid level of 
urbanization is to determine, whether the differences *bet\leen growing and de- 
clining areas persist after other factors are accolinted for, 
* 

PATTERNS OF NONMETROPOLITAN POPULATION CHANGE 

There are growing and declining nonmetropolitan countlei in ^1 parts of 
the Nation, yet definite areas of growth and decline are discernible as well. 
Figure 1 demonstrates that nonmetropolitan population growth took place in the ' 
interstitial zones between metropolitan areas of the Northeast and ground the 
lower Great Lakes, in the Florida Peninsula and theo^lf Coast, the Southern 
Textile Piedmont, the l5iid-SoutK";uplands , the Ozark-Ouachita areas of Missouri, 
Arkansas and Oklahoma, and the far West, On the other hand, fhe Great Plains, 
Western Com Belt, southern Appalachian coal fields, and cotton growing areas * 
of the old South experienced decline in their nontnetropolitan populations •A' 

.> ' 

ANALYSIS ^' 

A socioeconomic profile of growing an3 declinio.^ nonmetropolitan counties 
is displayed in tables 4 through 8, These tables are composed of three sec- 
tions: oAe f<^r whites, onfe for racial minorities, and one for the total pop- 
ulation. Moreover, each section is subdivided into control categories of 
urbanization. Identical tables for all 2,485 nonmetropolitan counties un- 
differentiated by race appear in Appendix B, 

Age and Sex Composition 

' - ' " \ 

Age , The age composition of a community imposes requirements and limita^ 
tions on each of its institutions. Figure 3 indicates that declining countless 
had a comparative deficit of young adults (aged 15 Jto 45) and a larger than 
average proportion of persons aged 45 and older i Hence, in 1970, the^edian 
^ ^yage of growing counties (27,1 years) was lower than that in declining counties 
(29,0 years) (table 4), Similarly, growing counties were younger than declin- 
ing counties in both categories of urbanization and in both the South and non- 
south region^ (app, table A-1) , 

<. 

In contrast, the median age of the racial minority population was somewhat 
higher in growing than in declining counties {21.2 years vs 20,0 years). Figure 
4 demons t rat ea. th^t this is because there was a large proportion of young n^in- 
ority^ children, as well as of older adults in declining counties. Hence, the 
aging effect of the elderly ^as moderated by the large number of children, and 



UJ Beale (2) haso discussed these patterns more completeTy. 
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Table 4 — Age and aex composition of ^growing and declining * 
nonxactro poll tan counties by raSe and level Of urbanization, 1970 i' 



Item 


Total 


Growth 


Decline 


Total 


, Net* In- 
migration 


|Net out- 
'mlgratloa 


' Total 


Less jthan 
10 percent 


More than'' 
10 percent 







--r-^ — Total population- 



All nonmetfopolltan 
Median age 
Dependency ratio ^' 
Sex ratio II 

20,000 or more urban 
t Median age 

Dependency ratio 
Sex ratio 

Less thfn 20,000 urban 
Median age 
Dependency ratio 
Sex ratio 



All nonmetropolitan 



27.7 
84.6 
96.6 



26.7 
79.9 
97.5 



28.8 
89.4 
95.7 



27.1 
81.4 
97.8 



26.3 
78.4 
98.4 



28,4 
85.9 
96.9 



.2?^2 
77.6 
99.3 



26.0 
74.6 
100. b 



29,4 

83.2 
97.9 



27.1 
84.7 
96.5 



26.7 
82.2 
96.9 



27.7 
S8.0 
96.1 



29.0* 
,91.4 
*94.2 



28.4 

86;:^ 
93.9 



29.2 
93.8 
94.3 



29.1 
89.1 
94.2 



28.9 
84.7 

94-. 0 



29.2 
91.7 
94.3 



— Whlt;c population 



28.6 
98.7 
94.1 



25.6 
97.7 
93.5 



29.2 
98.9 
94.2 



Median age 


28.9 


26*0 


27.7 


28.3 


31,5 


31 


.5 


31 


6 


Dependency ratio 


79.9 


78.5 


76 .i 


80-8 


83.2 


81 


.8 


88 


0 


Sex ratib 


: 97.0 


98.0 


99.1 


97.0 




94 


.9 


95 


2 


20^000 or more urban 
*nedian age 


*^ 


















27.4 


26.9 


26.4 


27.4 


29.9 


30 


.2 


27. 


9 


. Dependency ratio 


77.4 


76.6 


73.5 


,79.9 


80.8 


79 


.9 


87. 


4 


Sex ratio 


^ 97.8 


98 


99.9 


97.2 


94.7 


94 


.6 


94. 


9 


Less ^an 20,000 urban : 




















Median age 


30.8 


29,8 


30.2 


29.5 


32.3 


*32 


.3 


32. 


5 


Dependency ratio 


82.8 


81.6 


81.0 


82.0 


S4.5 


83 


.0 


88. 


2 


Sex ratio ^ 


96.2 


97*0 


97.6 


96.6 


95.1 * 


95 


.0 


9^. 


3 








^.^n - — 4 _ 1 














All nonmetropolitan ^ 








population— 










Median age 


20.7* 


21.2 


22,0 '"^^^''*^.7 


20.0 


2Q. 


.4 


19. 


4 


Dependency ratio 


116.6 


107.2 


97.3 


112.2 ^ 


127.6 


122 


.9 


141. 


2 


Sex ratio 


94.0 


96.5 


101.6 


94.1 


91.5 

r 


91 


.7 


90. 


7 


20,0d0 or more urban^ : 




















Median age 


21.3 


21.7 


21.8 


21.5 


20.0 


20 


.4 


19. 


0 


Depei^ency ratio 


105.7 


98.5 


90,8 


103.5 


124.3 


120 


.3 


141. 


9 


Se3t ratio | : 


94.9 


97.2 


101.7 


94.5 


89.9 


90 


2 


89. 


0 


Less than 20,000 urban : 




















Median age 


20.3 


20.7 


22.2 


20.1 


20.0 


20 


4 


19. 


5 


Dependency ratio 


122.7 


115.1 


105.6 


118.9 


128.6 


123 


7 


141. 


1 


Sex ratio 


93.5 


95.9 


101.5 


93.9 


91-9 


92 


2> 


91. 


1 



1^/ 1,308 nonmetropolitan counties with 250 or more ra^tel minority population. 
21 Persons under 18 years of age plus persons 65 years old and over as a percent of persons 18 
to 64. 

1/ Males per 100 females. 

Source: Census of Population^ 1970. 
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AGE COMPOSmON GROWING AND DECLINING 
NONMETROPOUTAN COUNTIES BV RACE, 1970* 
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the median age of the racial minority populatioii in "declining counties was 
reduced. The large number of minority children in declining counties i$ partly 
due to high fertility and the fact that a number of such children are left 
behind by parents migrating to metropolitan areas (18, 19) 

Except*:tor the larger proportion of racial minority childregi in declining 
areas, the shape of the white and minority age ^structures in growing and de- * 
clinli^g counties was essentially the same. For both racial groups, declining 
counties haci a deficit of young adults ^nd an abundance of older pe5r6ons»% 
This is reflected in the dependency ra&*io which, regardless of race* was higher 
in declining counties than in growin'g count ies "*(table 4) • 

^, 

. The dependency ratio is a crude measure of the relationship between the 
economically active piopulatton and those segments of the population which are 
economically dependent. Accordingly, declining areas had a 'heavier dependency 
load than growing areas, and because of their larger pi^oportion of youpg child- 
retl,*^ racial minority populations in declining counties had the heaviest depend-- 
ency load of* all (t^^ble 4). 

Dividing the growing counties by whether or not they had net inmigration 
reveals little difference in median age, yet figure 5 demonstrates that their 
age structures are substantially different* Growing counties with net out-- 
migration ha^i a high proportion of children and a deficit of young adults. 
This is reflected in the dependency ratio which was higher in growing counties 
experiencing a net loss of population through migration (84.9 vs 77.6). 

Disaggregating the population decline category indicates that counties 
losing 10 percent of their popjjJLation between 1960 and 1970 had' a higher pro-- 
portion of children,^ substantial deficit of working age persons, and a 
slightly higher percentage of the elderly (fig* 6). Hence, the dependency 
ratio in jguch counties was notably higher than in counties which experienced a* 
lesser degree of population decline (98.7 vs 89*1)* 

Sex * There were more males per 100 females in growing counties than in 
declining counties for both racial groups and within control levels of urban- 
ization (although the difference is greater in those counties with 20,000 or 
more urban residents) (table 4). * 

Partitioning the growth and decline categories into their various components 
indicates that growing courities with net inmigration had more males pier 100_ 
females than growing counties that experienced net outmigration (99*3 vs 96* 5)* 
In contrast, there was little difference iti the sex ratio between the two cofa- 
ponent groups of pppulation decline (94.2 vs 94*1)* 
I 

Sex differences between areas have generally been explained by the nature 
of emplo3nnent opportunities, and areas with heavy employment in extractive in- 
dustries have been shown to have high ratios of males to females* In the pre- 
sent data, declining counties had lower sex ratios than growing counties de- 
spite the fact that a larger proportion of their labor force was employed in 
extractive industries* 

Accordingly, we must look elsewhere for an explanation of the present 
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findings* There is evidence that variation in the s<k>c ratio between growing 
'and declining counties is attributable to, the disparity in length of l;Lfe be- 
tween males and femalejs. That is, declining counties tiad a larger proportion 
of elderJfy persons, and malf mortality is considerably higher than female mor- 
tality at .these older ages il4)* The sex selectivity of migration may be an- 
other contributing factor Which explains the lower sex ratio observed in grow- 
ing counties that lost through net migration. ' I 

Educational Attainment ^ 

■ 

At the^^national l^vel, median years of schooling were higher in growing 
nonmetro counties (11.4 years vs 10.2 ijears), but this aggregate pattern was 
not characteristic of all rstce and regional categories. For example, the dif- 
ference in educational attainment for whites was su|)Stantially reduced when 
the levejfof urbanization was adjusted (table 5). Regionally, in the South 
and nonsouth there was little difference in eflucational attainment for whites 
between growing and ^declining counties with 20,000 or more urban residents, 
although growing coomties in the nonsouth did have higher educational attain- 
ment in less urbanized areas (app. table A-2) • This suggests that differerices 
In educational attainment for whites are due to urbanization rather than pop- 
ulation change* « 

Racial minorities in growing counties had higher levels of educational at- 
tainment than their counterparts in declining counties. In ttie South, this 
difference was evident in both categories of urbanization, and in the nonsouth 
in more urbanized areas where educational attainment in growing counties ex- 
ceeded that in declining counties by a full year (10.6 years vs 9.6 years) 
(app. table A-2). 

'Among growing counties, educational attainment was more than 6 months high- 
er in counties that experienced net inmigration as compared with those that had 
a net migration loss. This difference holds for racial minorities in all coun- 
ties, regardless of the le^el of urbanization, and for whites in less urbanized 
counties. There was little or no variation in educational attainment for 
whites between the county groups with 20,000 or more iirban resident^. 
# 

Declining counties losing 10 percent or more of their population had lower 
educational attainment., than counties declining by less substantial rates. 
Once again, this comparison holds for racial minorities,, regardless of the ^ 
level of urbanization, and for whites in counties with less thart^^,000 urban 
populatidh. Furthetmore, the patterns discussed above are generally charac*-er- 
istic of the South and nonsouth regions as well (app. table A-2) . 

For racial minorities, then, median educational attainment increased reg- 
xilarly ^s one moved from counties with heavy population decline (6.9 years) to 
those that grew and experienced net . inmigrat ion (8.9 yeara) . For whites, the 
pattern was less regular, although educational attainment seemed to be associ- 
ated with population -"gtowth in less urban^ized counties. 

Dat^a from the Survey of Economic Opport^ity indicate that blacl^ migrants * 
have higher educational levels than nonmigr^ts, and'iience, the differences 
in school years completed discussed above may be due to the loss through mi- 
I gration of better educated blacks from declining areas (1.) . 
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lable 5 — EducationaJ, attalr^nt, occupatlonid stitua, and labor force participation ^ 
of growing and declining nonmetropolitan counties by race and level of urbanization, 1970 ^ 









Growth 




Decline 






Item 


*' Total : : 
* : Total i 


Net in- 
migrat iop 


[Net out- 

; migration; ^^^^^ 


[ Less than [ 
\ 10 percent; 


Hor6 than 
10 percent 



All nonsBetropolitan 

Median achoo^l. years completed 
Pet. white j:ollar 1/ 
Pet. males Ttn labon force ^ 
Pet. females in labor forc^ 

20,000 or more urban 

Median^ school years completed 
Pet. white collar 
Pet. males in labor force 
Pet. females in labor force 
■■■ J 

Less than 20»000 urban 

Median school y^tl^ completed 
Pet. white collar ' 
Pet. males in labor force 
Pet. females in labor force 



All nonmetropoiitan > ♦ 

Median school years completed 
Pet. white collar 
Pet. mii4eA in labor force 
Pet. females in labor force 

20,000 or more urban 

Mediait school years complied 
Pet. white collar 
Pet. males in labor force 
^'^w Pet. females in labor foirce 

teas than 20,000 urban 

Medij^n school years completed 
Pet. white collar 
Pet. males in labor f6fc^ 
Pet. femal€8^in labor force 



Median school years completed 


,: 8.0 


8.4 


8.9 


Pet. white collar 


: 13.7 


15:0 


16.1 


Pet. males in labor force 


: 55.2 


55.9 


53.4 


Pet. females in labor force 


^ V-7 


41.1 


44C1 



20,000 or more urban 

Median school years completed 
Pet. white collar 
Pet. males in labor force 
Pet. females in labor force 

Less thsn ^0,000 urban 

Median school years completed 
Pat. white collar / 
Pet . males in labor force | 
Pet. females in Ifbot force 



— Total population— 



11. D 
36.1 
65.3 
36.5 



12.0 
40.2 
65.4 
37.9 



la.i 

31,9 
6M 
35 



11.4 



12.0 



11,0 



10.2 



10.4 



5.5 



37.4 


41.0 


36.2 


33.2 


33.4 


32.6 


65.8 


64.3 


67.0 


64.4 


65. '2 


62.0 


37^9 


38.1 


47.8 


33.7 


34.7 


lb; 7 


12.0 


.12.1 


11.8 


ixr5 


11.5 


11.2 


40.6 


43.1 


38.2 


38.2 


38.0 


^ 40*2 


65.3 


63.7 


67.0 


65.7 


65.8 


65.0 


38.7 


38.6 


38*.8 


34.6 


3A.5 


35.8 


10.5 


11.0 


10.1 


9.7 


9.9 


9.2 


32.7 


34.6 


3;.. 3 


30.9 ^ 


30.9 


^31.0 


66.4 


65.4- 


67.0 


63.8 


JS4.8 


61. *4 


36.8 


37.2 


36.6 


3>.3 


34.8 


29.7 






-White population 







11.5 
39.1 
66J|iV 

36.3 

s 


11.8 
39.7 
66.9 
37.6 


12.0 ^ 
41.7 
65.2 
37.7 


11.4 
37.9 
68.5 
37.5 


11*0 
37.6 
66.7 

.33.6 ^ 


11.1% 
37.7 
6^3 
34.5 


10.3 
37.1 
64.8 
30.8 


12.1 
42.3 
66.5 
37.5 

* 


12.1 
42.6. 
66.2 
38.3 


12.2 
44.6 
64.4 
38.2 


12.0 
40.5 
68.2*^ 1 
38.4 


12.0 
41.1 
67.5 
34.5 


12.0 
40.6 
67.5 


^ 12.1 
44.8 
68.3 
36.1 



JW.7 
35.5 
67.2 
35.1 



10.9 
35.4 
67.9 
36.5 



11.2 
36.5 
66.6 
36.8 



10.6 
34.5 
68.9 
36.3 



10.5 
35.7 
66.3 
33.1 



10.7 
30.9 
.67.2 
34.6 



10.0 
30.4 
64.2 
29.7 



-Racial minority population— 



8.6 
16.6 
54.7 
41.0 



7.6 
12.1 
55.4 
36.0 



8.8 
16.8 
55.3 
43.6 



8.1 
'13.3 
56.4 
39.0 



9.4 
18.7 
53.2 
45.7 



8.5 
12.9 
53.6 
42.1 



8.2 

3^8 



8.6 
15.6 
56.7 
42. 3 



7.9 
13.5 
57.5 
3?. 9 



7.4 
12.0 
54.4 
34.2 



7.9 
15.8 
53.4 
35.3 



7.3 
11.1 
54.7 
33.9 



7.6 
12.0 
55.6 
35.6 



8.x 
15.4 
53.7 
35.4 



7.5 
10.9 
56.2 
35.6 



6.9 
12.3 

30.5^ 



6.7 
17.3 
51.8 
34.9 



6.9 
11.4 

^^1.2 
29.7 



V A/ 1,308 nonaAtropolitan counties with 250 or more racial minority population. 2/ 
and olde.r. 3^/ Professional, technical, land kindred; manager, official, and proprietor 
4/ Aged 14 or more years. Source: Census of Population, 1970. 



Populatl^^n 25 years 
clerical; sales. 



ERIC 



i){)20 



Another contributing factor fcay be age composition, since older po^julatlons 
as found in declining counties would tend* to have lower educational status. 

Economic Activity 

V 

Economic afctivity is a basic determinant of an area's prosperity and vi- 
tality, atnd community well-being depends, to^^^a large ^jextent^ on the number of 
jobs-available and the occupation and industry mix of the jobs* f 

Labor forc^ participation . One aspect of an area's economy that is of 
fundamental importance is the prtportion of its working age populafltbn (ages 
14 .and over) participating in the labor force* 5/ a coutity's labor force par- 
-ticipation rate reflects the number and type of jobs available, economic pres- 
sure for more than. one hotisehold* meiAer to earn incomfe, attitudes' toward work 
fpr women, and physical characteristics of the population such as age and 
health. ' 

Regardless of race, region, and leveT^^of^ urbanization, the labor force 
participation rate of females In growing counties exceeded *that in declining 
counties. This difference seems to be greater foj racial minorities than for 
\rtiites and especially greater for minorities in more urbanized cooties (table 

There was little difference in female labor force participation for whites 
between counties that grew and had net Inmigration and those that experi^ced 
net migration loss* In contrast, labor force participation was notably higher 
for racial minority females iij growing counties with n6t iniplgration* This 
difference's especially marked in southern counties (app* t^ble A-2) * 

Comparing the two categories of population decline reveals a general In- 
verse relation between the degree of population decline and labor force par- 
ticipation of women* Regardless of race and region, labor force participation 
was higher for women in counties that declined by less than 10 petm^nt.as com- 
pared with counties that declined by a more precipitous rate* 
/ «i 

In contrast, growing and declining counties differed only slightly in the 
proportion of males participating in the lat)or force* Differences were very 
small'.and inconsistent for whites, and slight ^ut consistently in favor ot 
growing counties for racial minorities* ^ 

Disaggregating the population growth category reveals that regardless of 
race, region, or l^vel of urbani^tion, growing count i|ps with ^nmlgration 



V Persons in the labor force include both employed and unemployed (but 
looking for work) individuals aged 14 and older* 

6/ There is no clear difference between the twp groups of declining counties 
with 20,000 or more urban population, but there are only 10 such counties that 
lost 10 percent or more of their population* Hence, comparisons or these two 
categories are relatively unimportant* 

O .15 ^ ' 
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tended^o have lower labor force participation of males than was ^ruer of grow- 
ing counties, that experienced net outmigration (table 5) ♦ One .explanation for 
this surprising finding is that many .growing nonmetropblitan counties are cen- 
ters for retirement and a larger proportion of older persons jin a community 
would tend to reduce the overall labor force part icljfat ion rate* Support for 
this e^qplanation is demons trat^id in figure 5 irfiich showed that there was a 
higher proportion of the elderly in growing counties with net inmigration as 
compared with counties that grew but experienced net migration loss* 

In addition, colleges and universities often create population gi^owth with 
net inmigration, 'and college commimities are likely to have a relatively large 
/number of young adults not In the labor force ♦ U 

f 

Comparing the two categories of population decline indicates that male 
labor force participation was greater in counties that lost less than 10 per- 
cent ^of their population as compared with those that lost at a higher rate* 
Once again, there was little difference between more urbanized declining coun- 
ties, but this comparison id^ weakened by the small number of cq^unties in tlie 
high-decline group (table 1) • 

Percent employed In white collar occupations ♦ At the national level, the 
percent employed in white collar occupations was higher in growing as compared 
i^ith declining nonmetropolitan counties (37*4 percent vs 33^2 'percent) ♦ 
This patteim was characteristic of both racial categories and of both levels 
of urbanization* Moreover, white collar employment tended to be higher, re- 
gardless of^race or level of urbanization, in growing counties that experienced 
net inmigration as compared with those that lost population through outmigra- ' 
tipn*^ In contrast, there was no clear pattern of differences in the percent 
employed in white collar occupations between the two categories of population 
' decline (table 5) • ^ - ^ 

The pattern of differences discussed above was characteristic the non- 
south regions as we 11^ as of the entire Nation, but not of the South* In the 
* South, ad jousting for race and leveX of urbanization substantially reduced dif- 
ferences in white collar employment between growing and declining counties ♦ 
However, consistei>t with the pattern observed in other regions, growing coun-- 
J ties with net inmigration diii have a higher percentage of their labor fprce 
efiaplpyed in white collar occupations than was true of growing counties with 



net outmigration (app, table A-2) • 



X 



%f Of 187 nonmetropolitan counties with 4-year State Colleges, 54 % 

grew with net inmigration, 28% grew >?ith net outmigration, and 18% declined 
in population* 

8^/ White coyar occupations include: (a) professional, technical, and k^n^ 
dred, (b) manager, official, proprietor, (c) clerical, and (d) sales. 
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, Employment by Indus try ^ The types of jobs available in an area depend, 
to some extent, on the industrial composition of the area's economy. Hence, # 
the differences in white collar employment discussed abolve may be associated 
with industrial composition. Most industries include a vide range of occupa- 
tions^; yet certain industries, such as agriculture and mining, have ^substan- 
tially lower skill levels than others*"^' Agriculture, forestry, and mining have 
experienced substantial declines in their manpower needs, and hence> counties 
that have a large •propor.tion of ^Jieir labor force employed in extractive in- 
dustries tend also to be aiveas of poptilation decline* Regardless of race, 
region, ar level of urbanisation, declining counties had a larger proportidja 
of their labpr force emoloyed fn "extractive Industry than was true of growing 
counties (l3.2 percent. vs 7.4 percent) (table 6). .Depjpndence on extractive in- 
dustries increases consistently as one moves from growing comties with net 
inmigration 1:0 those tha^ lost 10 percent or more of their population. In the 
SoutS," whereas geneural differences between growing and declining areas ap- 
plied, there was little cNjnsistent difference in extractive employment between 
the two siibgroups of population growth. In addition, there^^^ifremed to be no 
difference in extractive employitient for racial minorities between growing and 
declining counties outside of the' Sou^. However, when counties were broken 
into the /our subgroups of growth and decline the familiar inverse relationship 
between population grdwth and percent employed in extractive industries emerged 
(app. table A-3) 

Growing counties had a higber percent of their labor force employed in 
manufacturing than was true of declining counties (26.9 percent vs 23.a petcent) 
(ttable 6). This was the case in all race by region and level of urbanization 
categories. Growing counties that experienced outmigration had a somewhat 
higtjer percent employed in manufacturing tham was the case for their counter- 
parts that gr^w with pet inmigration (28.8 percent vs 24.8 percent). One ex- 
planation for this is'^^hat manufacturing was, not a rapidly growing industry 
during the 1960^ s, and counties that grew r^|)i,dly in population were not char- 
acterized by heavy employment in manufacturing'. On the other hand, neither 
was manufacturing a declining industry. Hence, the heaviest reliance on man- 
ufacturing employment was found among those counties that experienced modest 
population growth or slight decline. * Furthermore, counties that lost over 10 
percent of their population during the 1960 's had siibstantially lower employ- 
ment in manufacturing than was true of counties that declined by les^ precip- 
itCj^us rates (25.4 percent vs 15.5 percent). 

In contrast, there wa^ little consistent association between population 
growth and decline and employment in wholesale and retail trade C^able 6). 



9j The industrial categories are: (a) extractive — agriculture, forestry, 
fisheries, mining; (b) manufacturing — durable and nondurable; and (c) trade — 
wholesale or retail. i 
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TAble' 6 — Ea^loyaent by industry of growing &nd declining nonmetropplitan 
counties by rsce and level of urbanization, 197j^-^' 



Item 



'Jotal 



'Growth 



Total 



Net in- 
migr^tion 



N4t out- 
migration 



Total 



Decline 
^ 



Less than More thih 
10 percent! 10 percent 



4l1X noi^metropolitan 
Pet. extractive 
Pet. manufacturing 
Pet .'-trade A/ ' 



3/ 



2Q,000 or qK>re urban 
Pet. extractive 
Pet. manufacturing 
Pet. trade 

I^ss than 20,00a urban 
Pet. extractive 
Pet. manufacturing 
Pet. trade 



All nonmetropolitan 
Pet. extractive 
Pet. manufacttiring ^ 
Pet. trade 

20,000 or more urban 
Pet. extractive 
Pet. manufacturing 
Pet. trade 

Less tian 20,0D0 urban 
Pet. I extractive 
Pet. manufacturing 
Pet. trade 



All nonmetropoiitan 
Pet. extractive 
Pet. manufacturing 
Pet. trade 

20,000 or more urban 
Pet^ extractive 
Pet. manufacturing 
Pet • trade 

Less than 2Q,000 urban 
Pet. extractive 
Pet. manufacturing 
Pet. trade 



9.2 
25.7 
17.4 



6.6 
25.4 
18.3 



11.9 
26*1 
16.5 



8.9 
25.7 
18.4 



6.4 
25.5 
19.0 



11.6 
26.0 
17.7 



11.5 
26.1 
10.2 



8.6 
24.6 
11.3 



13.1 
26.8 



7.4 
26.9 
17.4 



6.1 

25.7 
18.2 



9.2 
28.7 
^6.3 



7.2 
27.0 
18.1 



6.0 
25.8 
18.7 



9.1 
28.9 
17.1 



8.9 
26.3 
10.8 



7,5 
25.4 
11.5 



10.9-^ 

27.1 

10.1 



— Total popxilation- 



6.5 
24.8 
17.5 



5.4 
23.6 
18.0 



8.4 
26.9 
16.8 



6.4 
24.8 
18.0 



5.3 
23.6 
18.4 



8.2 
27.0 
17.4 



8.2 
28.8 
17.3 



6>8 
27.9 
18.4 



9.9 
29*9 
15.9 



13.2 
,23.1 
17.5 



8^5 
24.0 
19.0 



15.3 
22.7 
16.7 



11.1 
25.4 

17*3 



8.0 
25.1 
18.8 



12.9 
25.6 
16.5 



-White population — 



8.1 
29.0 
18.2 



6.8 
28.0 
19.1 



9.8 
30.4 
16:9 



12.^8 
22.6 
19.1 



8.1 
24*2 
20.1 



15.2 
21.8 
18.6 



\ 10.7 
25.0 
18.9 



7.6 
25.3 

.^19.8 



12.7 
24.8 
18.3 



-Racial minority population — * — 



8.3 
24.4 
10.9 



7.4 
23.0 
11.4 



9.5 
26.1 
10.4 



9.1 
27.3 
10.7 



7.6 
27.0 
11.5 



10.3 
27.5 
10.0 



14.7 
.25.7 
9.5 



11.4 
22. 3"" 
10.9 



6 
6 
9.2 



12.9 
27.7 
9.5 



*10.6 
23.5 
T 10.7 



13.6 
28.9 
9.1 



20.1 
15.5 
18.0 



12.0 
16.5 
20.5 



21.7 
15.2 
17.4 



20.0 
14.5 
19.8 



11.4 
16.5 
22.3 



21.8 
14.1 
19.3 



20.4 
19.7 
9.7 



15.1 
16.6 
11. 7 



21.4 
20.3 
9.3 



1/ 1,308 nonmetropolitan counties with 250 or more racial minority population. 
7/ Agriculture, forestry, fisheries, mining. 
37 Durable and nondt|pable. 

Wholesale and retail. \ f 

Census of Population, 1970. ' 



Source: 
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Ff&iliry Income ^ i 

Median family Income was sub|tantially lower in declining cotinties than in 
growing counties, regardless^of , race , region, or level of urbanization (table 
7 and app, table 4) • Comparing the four subgroups of population growth and 
decline indicated a regular increase in median family income as one moves from 
counties that lost 10 percent or more of their population to those that grew 
with net inmigration* The rapidly declining counties had less than 70 percent . 
ag much income per family as did the rapidly growing counjties. This general 
•pattern is chaara'cteristic of nearly all race by, rSgion and level of urbaniza- 
tion categories* Similarly, the percentage of families falling below the 
poverty line was higher in decliUring counties as well. Differences in family 
incbme were generally greater, for minorities than for whites and in the non- 
south rather than in the South* 

Differences in family income may be related to the industrial composition 
of growing ^and declining counties* For example, Morrill and Wohlenberg (15) 
demonstrated that poverty was directly associated with the proportion of the 
labor f orcfe employed in such ^industries as agriculture and mining and inversely 
associated With employment in ot:her industries such as durable goods manufac- 
turing and trade* Consequently, if declining. areas are characterized by low- 
wage and low-skill industries, then this might explain their lower level of 
family income* Moreover, income and occupational status are generally thought 
to be positively associated, and hence, another determinant of higher family 
income in growing counties may be higher occupational status (indicated by 
percent white collar) * ^ x 



Higher labor force participation of women in grfowing counties may indicate 
that such areas have a larger proportion of families with more than one wage 
earner* ,This is another factor that is likely to be associated with higher 
family income* Furthermore, differences in family income may be due to the 
soitrces from which income is accrued* For ebtample, table 8 indicates that 
wages and salkries were somewhat more important as a source of income in grow- 
ing as compared with declining counties while the opposite was true of social 
security and welfare. -Such differences are especially merk^ for the racial 
minority population where 84 percent of all incoine came frOm wages and salaries 
in growing counties hut only 78 percent in declining counties* Disaggregating 
> ^he growth and decline categories revealed little consistent difference be^ 
"tween the two subgroups of population growth* But, wages and salaries did make 

^ up a higher proportion of income in counties that lost less than JLO percent as 
compared with those that lost 10 percent or more of their population* Similar- 
ly, social security and welfare contributed a somewhat larger proportion of 

♦ ii^come in counties that experienced rapid population loss as compared with 
those that lost at less substantial rates. FihalTy, lower family income in 
declining counties is related to their higher ratio of dependent to working 
*age groups* 



10/ The general pattern is not characteristic of the white population in 
southern counties with 20,000 or more^rban residenfl* 
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T«ble 7~IncoM of grovlng and declining nonzietropolitan counties 
by race and level of urbanisation, 1969 }J 



Itea 


! Total • 


Growth 


Decline . 


\ Total 


; Net in^ l Ncf out- 
' migration 'migration 


Total. 


Leas than * Kore than 
10 percent* 10 percent 



Ali nonnetropolitan 
Nedivi faaily incoae 
Pct» below poverty level 

20 » 000 or lure turban 
Median ^faiiily incoae 

— ^Pct •K-biloiLpckVftid^ le^^ 



Lea a than 20,0aCLj^ban 
Median family line one - 
Pet. beldTpoverty level 



All nonaetropolitan 
Median family income 
Pet* below poverty level 

20,000 or more urban 
Median family income 
Pet* below poverty level 

Less than 20,000 \irban 
Median family Income 
Pet. below poverty level 



All nonmetropolitan 
Median faaily income 
Pet* below poverty level 

20,000 or*Bore urban 
liediaz^ family income 
Pet* below poverty level 

Less than 20,000 urban 
Median family Income 
Pet. below poverty level 



-*Total population- 



$7,547 $8,027 *^8,331 $7,772 $6,546 $6,794 
21.7 18.1 15.8 20.0 28.9 26*7 



$8,400 $8,62L $8,794 $8,455 $7,S76 $7,677 
16 . 5 15 14 . 0 16 .4 l-^JL 21 . 0 

$6,699 $7,195 $7,J55 $6^,941 $6,068 $6,287 
26.7 22.3 i:8.8 24.7 31.9 29.8 

™- —Whit e populat ion— — — ™- — - 



$8,026 $8,357 $8,^49 $8,185 $7,302 $7,499 
16J2 14.6 13.7 15.3 20.0 18.3 



$8,714 $8,880 $8,982 $8,781 $S,085 $8,127 
13.2 12.6 12.3 12.8 15.8 15.4 



$7,289 $7,580 "^7,807 $7,412 $6,892 $7ifl8 
19.5 17.6 16.2 18*7 22.1 ^0. 

— — — — ***Racial minority population 



87 



•$5,/41 
35.7 



$6,802 

$5,543 
36.9 



$6,633 
25.1 



$7,746 
18.4 



$6,407 
26.5 



$4,057 $4,783 $5,152 $4,614 $3,461^- $3,682 $2,916 
52,8 45.2 40.4 47.3 60*7^ 57.7 68.5 



$4,67A $5,150 $5,456 $4,963 $3,702 $3,871^ $3,035 
46.1 41.0 37.2 43U 57.4 54.8 67.7 



$3,795 $4,481 $4,798 $4,359 $3,403 ,43,628 $2,898 
56.1 48.6 44.1 50.3 61.5 58.5 68.7, 



1/ 1,308 nonmetropolitan counties with 250 or more racial minority population, 
lurce: Census of Population, 1970. 
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f Tablft 8*^P«rcent of fvatly inccmef from selected sourcea for growing ma^ declining 

A noQUetropolium count lee vy race end level of urbanization^ 1969 iJ * 









TTT- 

Grdv^l^ 




t 


Decline 




0 Ites t^^ J 


Total 


: Totitl 


* Net In- *Ket out 
'Migration 'idgratl 


bn! '^^^•^ 


• • * ^. - 
I Less than I More than 
f 10 pertenr; IQr percent 


♦ 


















ajlx nwuBei»rc>pojLXwau 
















Wage and •aj.ary 


' 77.2 


78.3 


77.9 


78.7 


74.6 


76.1 


69.5 


Social Security * 


3.9 


3.5 


*3.6 


S.5 


4.7 


4.5 


5*4 


Fubllc aaalftance 


0.8. 


0.6 


^ 0.5 


0.7 


1.2 


1.1 


1.6 


^tUyu or wore uroan 
















Vtege ao^ salary 


79.2 


^ 79.4 


78.9 


w79.9 


78.7 


79.2 


75.3 


Social J|ic«rlty 


3.4 


^ 3.3 


3.3 


3.2 


4.2 


4.3 


3.9 


Public asslatance 


0 . 6 


0.5 


0.5 


0.6 




0.9 


0.9 


Le%e than 20 » 000 urban 
















Wage and salary 


' -74.9 


76.6 


76.0 


77.1 


72.5 


74.1 


68.2 


Social Se<!^irlty 


' 4.4: 


4.0 


4.1 


3.9 


/ 5.0 


4.7 


5.8 


Pt^llc assistance 


' * 1.0 L 


0.8 


0.7 


0.8 


1-3 


1.1 


1.7 
























—White popuXstiOif — 






All nonaetropolltan 














* 


Wage and 4|kLary 


: 7^.9 ^ 


78.0 


77.6 


78.4 


"'74.3 


75.8 ^ 


69.0 


Social Security 


3.8 


3.5 


3.5 


3.4 


4.5 


4.3 


5.1 


_ Fiibllc assistance * 


' ^ 0.6 


0.5 


* 0.5 


0.5 


0.7 


0.7 


1.0 


'20*000 or More urban ^ 
















Wage and salary 


^ 79.0 


79.1 


78.6 


79.6 


78.7 


79.2 


75.0 


aocxaji< oecuricy 


' 3.4 


3.2 


3.5 




3.9 


4.0 


2.8 


Public assiiftance 1 . 


• 0.3 


0.3 




^ 0.3 


0.5 


0*5 


0.4 


■L£ss tnan ^u»uuu uroan 
















Wage and salary 


• 74.3 


. 76.1 


75.6 


7fe.5 


71.8 


73.4 


67.6 


Social Security 


' 4-3 \ 


3.9 


4.1 


3.8 


4.8 


4.5 


5.5 


Publlfi: assistance 


^ 0.6 


0.6 


0.5 


0.6 


0.8 


0.7 ^ 


1.1 


* 






















-Racial minority population— — 




All noiusetropolitan 
















Wage Aid salary 


* 81.3 


83.7 


84.8 


83.2 


^ 77.8 


79.1 


73.8 


Social Security 
Pub^c assistance 


• 5.5 


4.6 


4.2 


4.8^ 


6.7 


6.3 


8<0 


; 3.9 


3.1 


2.8 


3.2 


5.0 


4.5 


6.7 


ZOfOQO op worm urban 
Wage ind M$Uiy 
















• 83.1 


84.6 


85.8 


83.9 


78.7 


^ 78.6 


78.9 


Social Security 


' 4.8 


4.2 


3.7 


4.5 


6.6 


■'\ 6.4 


7.5 


Public assistance 


; 3.1 


2.6 


2.4 


2.8 


4.6 


4.5 


4.9 


Less than 20,000 urban 




t 












Wagf and salary 


• 80.1 


82.8 


83.5 


82.6 


77.6 


79.3 


72.8 


Social Security 


' '5.9 


5.0 


4.8 


^ 5.0 


6.7 


6.3 


8.1 


Public assistance 


I 


3.5 


3.3 


3.6 


5.1 


4.5 


7.0 



Xl 'l*,308 nonnetropolltan cottaties ylth 250 or atore racial minority population. 
'Source: Census of^Populstlon, 1970. 
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CONCLUSION 

The composition of a coiimiunity*s population is associated with its current 
well-being and with its potential as a place to live. For example, the age 
and sex composition of a commimity imposes requirements and limitations on each 
of its institutions. Age-sex structure has implications for the size, rates 
of entry and departure, and other aspects of the labor force, for family for- 
mation and childbearing, for the demand for housing units, and for the delivery 
of comantmity, Health, and social services. 

Although Ihe differences between growing and declining counties were not 
generally large, the data in this paper depict a population profile in^eclin- 
ing areas which is relatively less well off than that in growing areas* More- 
over, most differences were not diminished by controlling for the level of 
urbanization, and in most cases, they held for both whites and racial minori- 
ties and in the South and nonsouth. 

Paradoxically, many counties that declined in population between 1960 and 
1970 experienced growth in phe number of occupied housing units. In general, 
this is attributable to the reduced size of hoi^eholds in the United States. ii/ 
For rinral areas in particular, it is associated with the large i;iumber of elder- 
ly persons who continue to live in a separate household after their children 
have left home or after the loss of a spouse. This is an important considera- 
tion for a community because many services are distributed on a household basis 
rather than on a per capita basi^. Hence, declining population has not neces- 
sarily meant a declining need for housing xmits or for fuel, water, and serv- 
ices associated with housing. 

Perhaps the most important difference between growing and declining coun- 
,tles is the age composition of their populations Declining counties were 
shown to have a deificit of working age population and a relatively high propor- 
tion of the elderly. Moreover, the racial minority popxilation in declining 
counties was shown to have a surplus of young children as well. Youth and the 
elderly are generally thought of as being the dependent segments of a popula- 
tion. These groups have relatively low rates of labor force participation and 
they require a number of societal supports, including educational and custodial 
institutions and health and income maintenance • In addition, the availability 
of capital has been shown to be less in areas with heavy dependency burdens 
(4) . 

Declining counties were also shown to lag behind growing counties in fami- 
ly income, and it was suggested that this difference was related to lower 
levels of labor force participation by females and a higher proportion of the 
labor force employed in low-wage and low-skill extractive industries in de- 
clining counties. 



11 / Average number of persons per household declined from 3.6 7 in 1960 to 
2.97 in 1974 (U.S. Bureau of the Census, Decennial Censuses, and Current Pop- 
ulation Reports). 
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These data seem to indicate a rather bleak future for nonmetropolitan 
counties that have experienced popxilation decline > and especially for ths^e 
that declined at a rate of 10 percent or more. Interestingly, however, a sub- 
stantial number of counties that declined in the 1960 *s have "turned around" 
and are currently experiencing population growth. The data in table 9 indicate 
that 64 percent of the coxmties that declined during the sixties gained pop- 
ulation between 1970 and 1973 (833 of 1,297>, and that 53 percent of those that 
declined by 10 percent or more during the sixties gained between 1970 and 1973 
• (275 of 517). 

This suggests that the determinants of noxmetropolitan population, decline 
may be transitory, e;g., population decline may reflect a period of adjustment 
in the manpower ne^ds of agriculture, forestry, mining, and other extractive 
industries. Recent population growth in such areas is indicative of growth in 
manufacttiring, service, and other types of nonextractive employment (3). Hence, 
one caniiotcpfTC^iiide that population decline is an irreversible process, and 
that all rf^lining areas are being bypassed by the process of national economic 
growth . 

In contrast, the data in table 9 also indicate that the vast majority of 
counties that lost population between 1970 and 1973, in fact, also lost during 
the 1960 *s (464 of 592). Thus, in many instances, population decline does J 
tend to perpetuate itself. This tends to be the case in such areas as the 
Great Plains where decades of decline have created aa age structure which ).8 
not conducive to natural increase, and in parts of the southern coastal plain 
and old cotton belt where the outmigration of racial minorities continues at a 
relatively high rate. ^ 

Table 9 — Growing and dec lining„ nonmetropolitan counties 1970-1973 
cross classified by population change 1960-1970 



Item 



i 



Population change, 1970-1973 



Total 



Growth 



Decline 



Population change, 1960-1970 

Total counties 

Growth 

Tryni gratlon 
Outmigration 

Decline 

Less than 10 percent 
10 percent or more 



-Number 



2,485 


1,893 


592 


1,188 


1*060 


128 


556 


511 


45 


632 


549 


83 


1,297 


833 


464 


780 


558 


222 


517 


^275 


242 



Soixrce: Census of Population, 1960 anchl970 and Current P^ulatlon "Reports, U.S. 
Bureau of the Census. 
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Tlie process of national economic development spreads its gains and burdens 
inequitably among geographic, demographic, and economic groups. Many nonmetro- 
'politan areas ate characterized by population growth, while in others, popuia-^ 
tion decline is a transitory adjustment to reduced manpower needs in extractive 
industry* For these areas, the social and economic future seems optimistic* 
For other areas, especially those that have experienced longrterm continuous 
population decline, an optimistic fu/ure is not asstrred* Datd presented in 
this report indicate that population decline can ha^e a detrimental impact on 
the socioeconomic conQ)osition of an area, on its age structure, on the struc- 
ture of its labor, force, and on its ability. to generate income to support es7 
sential programs and activities. 

These communities present a paradox for iblic policy. As Hoover (10 ) has 
noted, one broad aim of population distribution policy is a rapid advancement 
of the Nation's per capita income. The realization of this objective would 
require that population and economic activity be located \rfier^ they can con- 
tribute most effectively to national per capita output. Hence, the spatial 
misallocation of manpower and capital is clearly to be avoided. 

Hoover suggested that a strategy of enhanced mobility (for both labor and^ 
capital) is the most fundamental way in which a government can influence spa- J 
tial allocation with the aim of increasijig national per capita output. More-' 
over, it follows that, in many instances, this strategy reqi^ires the migration 
of people and business from areas of low marginal productivity^ to areas of 
higher marginal productivity. 

On the other hand. Heady (9^) has observed^ ".. .we want development >for 
rural communities which possess positive possibilit ies. . . But for those who 
do not, we also have an equal obligation, if we are not to further the 
equlties which stem automatically from economic growth.** 

Accordingly, there is growing concern that, to preveAt inequity, forms of 
assistance might be directed to those settlements where the economic futurp 
is in question. Such assistance might come in the form of education and train- 
ing programs, public aid to ensure the provision of hi^ quality health, jbec- 
reation, and social services, or as payments to coyer the capital loss suffered 
by businesses in declining areas. But basically, aid is needed to enhanc^ 
standards of living for persons who live in communities ^b^^;passe4 by the^J>t*o- 
cess of national economic devej^opment. 
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Appendix table Xge end sex conpotition of growing and declining 
non»etropolitan countiea by cace» region, end level , of ^urbaa&ation, 1970 ^ 



> 



Item 


\ I 
: Total 
. '# 




f 

Growth 


? — ' : 




Decline 




: Total : 


Net A- iKet out- [ 
migration jmigration I 


J6tal : 


Less than j 
10 percent! 


More than 
10 percent 


\ 

tt 

aouiin 






> 








































All noiuietropolitan 
















nmujLma ege 




X / . 3 


) 27,7 


' 27.0 


28*5 


28*5 


28.3 


Dependency ratio ?J 
Sex ratio -i' 


i 85.5 


80^7 


78.6 


82.3 


93.1 


90. 7 ' 




: 95.4 


96.7 


98a 


95*8 


93.5 


93.5 


93.5 


, •". ♦ 
20,000 or more urban 
















neaxan age 




25'»8 


26,0 


^ 25.7 


27.5 


* 

28.0 


24.J3 


Dependency ratio 


' 79.0 


76^0 


74*. 6 


77.2 


89.1 


87.0 


104a ^ 


Sex rat^o 


. 96.9 


98.4 


99.9 


97.1 * 


92*5 


92.5 


91.8 


> 

Leca than 20,000 urban 




il 












Median age 


I 28.6 


28.6 


29.5 


28\0 


28.7 


28.7 


28.8 


Dependency ratio 


i 89.1/' 


84.6 


82.4 


85*9 


94.1 


92*0 


98.9 


Sex ratio 


: 94^7 


95.5 


96*3 


95.0 " 


93.8 


93.8 


93.7 



All nonmetropolitan 
Median age 
Dependency ratio 
Sex-tatio 

20,000 or Biore urban 
Median age 
Dependency ratio 
Sex ratio 

Leas than 20,000 urban 
Median age 
Dependency ratio 
Sex ratio 



All nomaetropolitan 
Median age 
Dependency ratio 
Sex ratio 

20,000 or aore urban 
Median age 
Dependenc/ ratio 
Sex rat Jo'' 

Leaa than 20,000 urban 
Median age 
Dependency ratio 
Sex ratio 



29.7 
77.7 
96.4 



27.6 
72.6 
98.3 



31.1 
80.6 
95.4 



20.6 
119.3 
92.1 



20.9 
110.7 
^ 91.4 



20.4 
123.3 
92.4 



28.6 
75.6 
97.5 



26,9 

7ia 

99.6 



30a 
79.1 
95.9 



21.1 
llOa 
93.3 



21.3 
103.2 
92.8 



20.9 
115.7 
93.7 



-White population- 



28,7 
75.3 
98 .^^ 

/ 

26.8 
71.3 
100.6 



30.7 
79.2 
95.9 



^816 
75.8 
96.9 



27.0 
70.9 
98.7 



29.8 
79.1 
95.8 



32.0 
81.4 
94.5 



30.4 
77.7 
93,9 



32.4 
82.4 
94.7 



•Racial minority population*** 



21.8 
103.2 
97.4 



11*5 
98.8 
95.8 



22.1 

icr7.7 

99.1 



20.7 
113.5 
91.5 



21.2 
105.8 
91.2 



20.4 
119.0 
91.7 



20.0 
128.0 
91.1 



19.9 
126.8 
88.8 



20.0 
128.3 
91.7 



31.9 
79.6 
94.5 



30.6 
77.4 
93.8 



32.4 
80.5 
94.7 



20.4 
123.5 
91.3 



20.3 
122.6 
88.9 



20.4 
123.8 
91.9 



32.1 
86.1 
94.7 



29.1 
80.7 
94.5 



32.4 
86:6 
94.7 



19.5 
140.8 
90.7 



18.9 
144.0 
88.6 



19.1 
140.2 
91.0 



i — Continued 
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Appendix table Age- and tex co^oiltlon of grovtiig and decllnln| 

nonaetropolltan qountiat by race, region, aiid level of urbanizat|tm, 19 70— Continued 



Item 



Honsouth 



All nonmetropolitan 
Median age 
Depidency ratio 
Sex ratio 

20 ,000 1 or tDore urban 
Median age 
Depeiidency ratio 
Sex mlo 

Lett than 20,000 tirban 
Median age 
Dependency ratio 
Sex ratio 



All npnmetiropolltan 
Median age ^ 
Dependency ratio 
Sex r|tlo 

20,000 or iBore urban 
Median age 
.Dependency ratio 
Sex ratio 

Lett than 20,000 urban 
Median age 
Dependency ratio 
Sex> ratio 



All nonne|:ropolltan 
Median age 
*bependency ratio 
Sex ratio 

20,000 or more urban 
Median ag^ 
Dependency ratio 
Sex ratio 

<*'■"' 

Lest than 20,000 urban 
Median age 
Dependency ratio 
Sex ratio 



Total 



Growth 



Total 



• Net in- 
'migration 



Net out- 
migration 



Ded 



Total 



\ Lett than ! feore' than 
*. 10 percent! 10 percent 



27.6 
83.4 
98.1 



27.0 
80.5 
97.9 



29.1 
90.4 
98.6 



28.1 
82.4 
97.7 



27 3 
80.1 
97.5 



30u0 

88.3* 

98.2 



21.2 
102.8 
105.2 



22.4 
90.3 
107.6 



19.8 
117.7 
102.8 



27.0 
82.1 
98.9 



26.6 
79.8 
98.5 



28.1 
89.2 

ipo.; 



27.4 
81.2 
98.4 



26.9 
79.5 
98.1 



29.0 
86.9 
99.5 



21.5 
98.1 
107.6 



22.4 
86.9 
109.7 



19.9 
112.9 
105.2 



— Totart. population- 



26.1. 
76.9 
100.3 



26.0 
74.5 
100.1 X 

\ 

29.1 
84.5 
100.9 



27.3 
87.8 
97.4 



27.3 
^85.7 
96.8 



27.0 
94.1 
99.3 



30.1 
87.9 
95.7 

t - 

29.2 
83.8 
95.3 



31.3 
92.6 
96.1 



-White population- 



26.9 
76.7 
99.7 



20-^ 
74.5 
99.6 



29.5 
84.0 
10O.2 



27.8 
86.3 
97.0 



27.6 
85.2 
96.4 



28.6 
90.3 
98.7 



30.7 
86.4 
95.6 



29.6 
82.9 
95.2 



32.1 
90.6 
96.1 



— (taclal minority populaftion- 



22.4 
80.7 
116.2 



22.3 
74.6 
116.8 



22.6 
95.7 
115.1 



20.7 
108.7 
103.6 



22.6 
97.1 
104.9 



19.3 
118.5 
102.5 



20.0 
122.3 
96.8 



21.1 
108.7 
97.7 



19.5 
133.1 
96.2 



30.3 
86.0 
95.6 



29.6 
82.6 
95.3 



31.3 
90.6 

r 



29.4 
96.5 
96.2 



26.8 
92.1 
95.1 



31.3 
99.2 
96.9 



30.8 
85.0 
95.4 



30.0 
81.8 
95.2 



31.8 
89.4 
95.7 



30.5 
93.2 
."^96.6 



27.1 
91.1 
95.1 



32.9 
94.5 
97.5 



20. y 

113.2 
99.1 



21.2 
107.0 

98.4^ 



20.6 
120.2 
99.8 



18.7 
147.2 
91.6 



20. ^ 
120.7 
93.0 



18.4 
153.8 
91.3 



1/ 1,308 nonmetropolitan countiea with 250 or more racial minority population. 2/ Persont under 
18~yeart of age plua pertont 65 years old and over at a percent of persons 18 to 64. 3/ Males 
per 100 females. 

Source: Cent us of Population, 1970. 
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App«o41x tabu Educational attalnnant, occupational at^atuat^and labor forte participitti&n w 
of growlas daclining oonaetropolitan countiea by r«ca, region, and level of urbanisation, 1970 -^^ 





^ .. * 








! * Growth 


:^ 


Decline 






Item 






: T6tal 


: ^"'"^ :.l,r*tion 

1 jL. 


', — * — * 1 

"Net out- ■ ^ ^ 
imiSration! 


. Less than . 

\ 10 percent] 


1 ' 

More than 
10 percent 



South 

All nonaetropolitan ^ 

Median, school years .coiq)leted 2^/ 
Pet. lAite collar . 
Pet* males ih labor force ^' 
Pet. feaades in labor force 

20»000 or/aore urb^ 
Median school years "Coapleted 
Pet. ivt^ite collar 
^ ^et* Males in labor force 
Pet. .fcaales in labor force ^ 

Less than 20»000 urban 

Median school years coapleted 
.Pet. white collar 
" Pet. males in labor force 

Pet. (cmales in labor force 



All nomttropolitan 

Median school years coapleted 
Pet. nhite collar 
Pet» sttles in labor force 
Pet. fsmales in labor force 

20,000 or more urt^an* 
Median school years eospleted 
Pet* nhite collar 
Pet . males in labor * force 
Pet« females in labor force 



Less than 20»000 urban 
Msdian school years ojbnpleted 
Pet. «l»ite collar * 
Pet. Mes in libor force 
\ Pet. females in labor force 



All nonmetropolitan 

Median school yeara completed 
Pet. white collar 
Pet. males in labor force * 
Pet. females in labor force 

20,000 or more urt>an 
Median school years completit<^ 
Pet. white collA* 
Pet. males in labor force 
^ Pet. females iiv labor force 

y * 

Less than 20,000 urban 
Median school years completed 
Pet. white collar ; 
Pet. males in labor force 
Pet. females in labor force 



9.6 
30.5 
64.9* 
p. 3 



10.7 
38.0 
66.1 
35.9 



11.7^ 
43.3 
,64.4 
37.7 



7.5 
10.7 
56.4 
36.5 



•Total population- 



10.0 


10.3 


10.8 


10.0 


9.6 


9.8 


9.1 


33.3 


34.3 


36.6 


32.7 ^ 


" 31.5. 


31.% 


31.3 


64.2 


64.7 


63.7 


65.5 


63.5il 


64.4 


* ' 61.0 


36.3 


38.2 


38.0 


38.2 


33# 


35.0 


30-1 
















ii;o 


11.1 


11.6 


10.7 


10.6 


10.7 


9.8 


38.4 


38.6 


40.5 


36.8 


37,8 


37.6 . 


38.7 


63.1 


62^6 


61.9 


63.3 


64.5 


64.7 


- 63.2 


38.4 


39.5^ 


38.7 


40.3 


35*0 


34.7 


36.9 



9.8 

31 .i: 

66.4 
37.1 



10.2 
33.0 
65.5 
37.5 



9.6 
29.9 
66.9 
36.9 



9.3, 
29.8 
63.2 
33.3 



9.5 
29.6 
64.3 

35.1.* 



9.0 
30.5 
60.8 
29.4 



-White population- 



10.8 
38.2 
65.9 
37.i 



11.6 

43a 
63.5 
38.5 



11.2 
39.7 
64.7 
37.0 



12.0 
44.2 
62.4 
37.4 



10.5 
37.1 
6^.9 
3>.6 



11.3 
42.1 
64.5 
39.5 



10.5 
37.7 
66.5 
33.4 



11.7 
43.9 
67.7 
34.8 



/ 

10.7 
37.9 
.67.3 
34.7 



11.6 
43.3 
67.4 

34.5^ 



10.0 
37.0 
64.1 
29.9 



12.0 
49. 3i 
70.15 
38.3 



10.2 


10.2 


10.5 


10. ot 


10.2 


10.4 


9.8 


^ 35.1 
67a 


34.5 
67.9 


35.7 ^ 
66, 8 


33.8/ 

68. 5^ ' 


35.9 
66.1 


35.9 
67.3 


35.8 
i 63.6 


35.0 


36*.3* 


3617 ' 


36.4 


33.0 


34.9 


29.2 

i 






— Kjiczaj. iu.nor3.Ly popuxacxon-^ 






7.7 


" 8.1 


8%5 


7.8 


7.3 


7.5 


6.8 


11.8 


11.9 


13.0 


11.4 


11.6 


11.5 


11.9 


56.5 


58.1 


56.8 


53.7 


55.0 


56.2 


51.7 


38.0 


42.3 


45.. 3 


40.9 


34.3 


35.7 


30.7 

V 




8.3 


8.7 


8.1, ♦ 


7.6 


7.9 * 


6.4 


13.9 


13.3 


14.6 


12.6 * 


15.2 


14.8 


17.0 


56.6 


57.7 


57.9 


57.6 


54.3 ^ 


54.9 


52.1 


41.5 


44.7 


47.3 


43.2 


35.5 


35.6 


34.8 



7.9 
10.8 
58.3 
40.4 



8.3 
11.3 
55.7 
43.3 



7.6 
10.6 
59.5 
39.2 



7.2 
10.7 
55.2 
34.1 



7.4 
10.6 
56.6 
35.7 



6.8 
11.0 
51.7 
30.0 



— Continued 
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Appendix table Kducmtiooal^ att«ia»cnt, i>ccupaticmal atatua, and labor force participation of grow- 
ing and declining nteuietropoUtan cowtiea by rac*. region, and level of urbanlaation, 1970— Continued 



1 

Item 

4> , 


Total 


Growth 


Decline 


^ ^ . : Net in- 
^ ;«lgratibn 


Net out- 
migration 


Total 


Leaa than \ "^re thaii 
10 percent* 10 percent 



Honaouth 



All nonmetropolltan 

Hedian achooX yeara coapleted 
Pet. vhite collar 

salea in labor force 
pdt. feaalea in labor force 

20»000 or ^re urban 
Hedian achool yeara conpleted 
Pet. white collar ^ 
' Pet. nalea in labor force 
Pet. fenifclea in labor for<^e 

Lesa than 20,000 urban 

Hedian achool years eos^leted 
Pet. white collar 
Pet. aile&.in labor force 
Pet. femOea in labor force 



fl nonnetropolitan 
Median school years completed 
Pet. white poller 
Pet. males in labor force 
Pet. femal^* in labor force 

20,000 or more urban 

Medial^ schpol years completed 
Pet. white collar 
Pet. males in« labor force ^ 
Pet. femmles in labor force 

Less th«^ 20,000 urban 

Hedian scl^ool years i completed 
Pet. white collar 
Pet. males in labor force 
Pet. females in Im^ox, force 



12.1 
39.7 
66.7 
36.8 



12.1 
40.3 
67.6 



12.2 
41.8 
67.6 
37.5 



12.0 
36.5 
67.6 
35.3 



%1 



_ ndometropolltan 
Median school years completed 
Pet. white collar 
Pet. males in labor force 
Pet. females In labor force 

20,000 or njpre urban * 
Median sclioal years coo^leted 
Hct. white collar 
Pet. males in labor fcice 
Pet; females In labor I^rce 

Less than 20,000 uitsan ^ 
Median school years completed 
Pet. white collar 
Pet', males in> labor force 
Pet. females in labor force 



9.6 
25.7 
48.8 
35.8 



8.8 
25.1 
48.1 
32.1 



-Total population- 







l£«d 
40 .'6 
66.8 
37.7 



12.2 
42.8 
64.8 
38.2 



12.1 
38.2 
68.9 
37.2 



11.8 
36.8 
66.3 
33.9 




12.1 


12.2 


12.2 


12.1 


12.0 


12.0 


12.1 


41.3 


41.8 


44.4 


39.1 


38.7 


38.3 


41.6 


66.9 


67.0 


64.7 


69.5 


66.7 


66. JB 


66.5 


37.5 


38.2 


38.6 


37.8 


34*3 


34.2* 


34.9 


11.9 


12.0 


12.1 


*11.9 


U.3 


11.6 


10*5 


35.9 


36.5 


37.6 


35.5 


34.8 


35.2 


33. 3r 


66.1 


66.3 


65.2 


67.3 


65.9 


66.3 


64.6 


35. 1_^ 


36.1 


36.9 


35.4 


33.3 


33.9 


31.4 



-WJiite population 



, 12.2 
41.1 
67,8 

37.7-. 



12.2 
42.3 
67.7 
38.1 



12.1 
37.2 
68.0 
36.4 



12.2 
43.2 
65.6 
38.1. 



12.2 
^44.8 
65.4 
38.5 



12.1 
38.0 
66.3 
36.9 



12.1 
38.9 
70.2 
37.3 



12.1 
39.6 
70.2 
37.7 



12.1 
36.4 
70.0 
35.9 



12.0 
37.4 
67.2 
33.9 



12.1 
39.2 
67.4 
% 34.3 



11.5 
35.3 
66.9 

33.-5 



12.0 
37.4 
67.3 
34.1 



12.1 
38.7 
67.5 
34.2 



ll.> 
35.7 
67.1 
33.9 



-Racial minority population- 



9.8 
27.0 r 
49.2 
36.9 



10.8 
28.3 
*3.9 
39.8 



9.2 
26.3 
52.3 
35.5 



8.9 
20.0 
46.9 
32.0 



9.2 
20.2 
47.6 
33.9 



8.8 
26.6 
48.6 
32.7 



9.9 
23.6 
43.6 
35.6. 



8.6 
27.5 
50.3 
31.9 



8.7 
20.1 
46.5^ 
30.3 



8.9 
20.9 
47.8 
33.7 



11.5 
37.2 
66.7 
33.1 



12.1 
42.1 
67.1 
34.9 



10.9 
•34.0 
66.4 
32.0 



8.4 
19.2 
45.1 
27.4 



10.4 


, 10*6 


11.3 


10.0 


9.6 


9.5 


10.2 


26.2 


27.3 


30.2 


25.3 


19.8 


19.7 


20.7 


49.4 


49.7 


44.1 


54.3 


47.5 


47.4 


47.9 


39.3^ 


40.3 


41.7 


39.4 . 


34.2 


34.1 


35.5 



. 8.2 

18.8 
44.4 
25.6 



;:. * I - ^ . . 

" 1/ 1.308 noniaetropolitan coJntie. with 250 or aore racial minority population. "2/ Population 25 years 
«nd older. 3/ Pro^e.alonal, technical, and kindred; awiager, official, and proprietor; clerical; aalM. 
4/ Aged 14 or Bore yeara. Source: Cenatla of Population, 1970. •« 
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Appendix table A-3 — Eiqt>loy»cnt by industry of growing and declining 
nojmetropolltan counties by race, region and level of urbanization, 1970 



* 




; ♦ Growth ; ^ 


Decline 


Ittm 

1 


: Total 


: Total ; f ^ ^"^ >f : Xotal^ 
^ .aigraticm.ttigratlon. 


*|Le«9 than [More than 
.'10 percent* 10 percent 



South 



All ndnaetropolitan 
%^cA extractive — ' 
Pet. »anufacturing 
Pet* trade A' 

20,000 or more urban 
Pet. extractive 
Pet. nanufacturing 

Pet. trade 

♦ ♦ 

Leas than 20,000 urban 
Pet. extractive 
Pet. naaufactmiing 
Pet. trade 



All^ norteetrovolitap 
Pet. extractive 
'Pct« uanuJicturing 
Pet* trade 

^ 20,000 or »ore urban 
Pet. extractive 
Pet. aanufacturii^g 
Pet. tr#de. 

Leas than 20,000 urban 
Pe:. extractive 
^ct. nanufacturing 
^et. trade 

; 

All nonnetropolltan 
Pet. extractive 
Pet. nanufacturing 
Pet. trad^ 

20,000 or nore tirban 
^-v Pet. extractive 

^ Pet. nanufacturing 
^ ^ Pet. trade 

Less than 20,^bo urban 
Pet] extractive 
Pet. nanufacturing 
Pet. trade 



9.5 
27.4 
18.2 



6.0 
26.5 
19.5 



>1.5 
<7.9 

17.5 



11.9 
27.1 
9.9 



9.0 
25.1 
10.9 



13.3 
28.0 
9.4 



7.2 

29.8 
17.8 



5.3 
27.4 
19.1 



8.7 
31.6 
16.8 



8.8 
28.0 
10.3 



7.7 
26.4 
11.0 



9.7 
29.4 
9.8 



--Total populatlo^- 



10.0 


7.4 


7.2 


7.6 


14.1 


fl.9. . 


20.6 


2>.3 


29.6 


* 27.0 


31.4 


23.7 


26.3 


16.2 


16.7 


16,^ 


17.0 


16.4 


16.8 


16.7 


17.3 
















6.5 




5.6 


5.7 


9.4 


9.0 


12.4 


26.3 


27.3 


25.1 


29.2 


22.9 


23.6 


18.0 


18.0 


17.8 


17.6 


18.0 


ia.7 


18.6 


19.5 


IK 8 


8. a 


8.6 


8.? 


15.4 


12.8 


21.5 


27.9" 


31.3 


28.8 


32.8 


^ 24. a 


27.3 


16.0 


16.0 


15.8 


16.5 


15.3 


16.3 


16.0 


17.0 



--White* population- 



^.9 
27.3 
17.9 



5.2 
25.2 
18.5 



8.4 
29.1 
17.3 



7.4 
31.8 
17.7 



5.3 
29.5 
19.6 



8.8 
33.3 
16.4 



13.8 
23.0 
19.1 



/ 



8.7 
23.2 
20.9 



15.2 
23.0 
18.6 



11.4 
25*8 
18.9 



^.4 

p. 7 
20.6 



12.5 
26*6 
18.3 



-RaclaJ minority population 



9.1 

25.2 
10.8 



8.4 
23.8 
11.4 



9.8 
26.7 
10.2 



8.7 . 
29.4 
10.1 



7.3 
28.0 
10.7 



9.7 
30.5 
9.6 



15.1 
26.0 
9.5 



12.1 
22.0 
10.8 



15.8 
27.0 
9.2 



13.2 
28.0 
*9.4 



11.2 
23.3 
10.6 



13.8 
i^9.2 
9.1 



20.6 
15.0 
19.5 



10.7 
18.8 
22.9 



2^6 
14.7 
19.1 



20.6 
20.0 
9.7 



15.9 
16.3 
11*7 



21.5 
20. 7 
9.4 



— Continued 
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Appendix table A->- Bmployeent by industry of growing «na declining non- 
metropolitan cotmtiea by r*ce» region an4 level of nrbanlxation, 1970~Contlnued 









Growth* r 


Decline 




Jterf 
4 


: Total 


i 1 ! in- iNet out7 I t^^-.i 
: ;algratlon;migratlon; ^^^•^ 


jLeaa *thaq 'JSorp than 
'l(X percent *10 percent 



Nonsouth 



All nonmetropolitan 
Pet* eitti^ctive 
Pet* aanufacturing 
Pet* trade 

20»000 or aore tirban 
Pet* extractive 
Pet* aanufacturing 
Pet* trade 

Less than 20»000 urban 
Pet* extractive 
Pet* aaiiuf&cturing 
Pet* trade 



All nonaetropolitan 
Pet* extractive * 
Pet* raanufactDring 
Pet* tirade 

20,000 or nore urban 
Pct^'* extrfctlve 
Pet* manufacturing 
Pet* trade 

Leas than 20»000 urban 
Pet* extractive 
Pet* manufactu^ng 
Pet* trade / ^ 



All nonmetropolitan 
Pet* extractive * 
Pet* manufacturing 
Pet* trade 

20 » 000 or more urban 
Pet* extractive 
Pet* mantifacturing 
' Pet* trade 

Less than 20,000 urban 
Pet* extractive 
Pet* aanufaVturing 
Pet* trade 

: 



11*8 
15*6 
11*2 



11*8 
15*4 
11*9 







— — ^otal population- - 






8*2 


7*4 


5*^ 


8.8 


11.2 


9.6 


18*3 


23*? 


24.2 


22.9 


^5.6 


21.8 


23.6 


13*2 


18*3 


18*2 


17.9 


18.4 


18.9 


18.6 


20*1 


6*6 


6*4 . 


5.3 


7.6 


7.6 


V 

7.0 


11*7 


aH* 7 


£*f * G 


22.8 


27.0 


24.9 


26.3 


15*2 


18*6 


18*4 


18.1 


18.7 


19.3 

) 


19.0 


21*7. 


12*0 


10*3 


7.9 


12.7 


15.1 


13.0 


22**4 


20*9 


22*4 


23.4 


/ 21.3 


18.2 


20.1 


12*0 


17*8 


17*5 


17.3 


/ 17.6 


18.3 


18.1 


19*2 




















-White population 






8*2 


7*3 


5.9 


8.7/ 


^ "11. 2 


9.7 


18*4 


23*8 


24*4 


23.0 


26.0 


21*8 


23»7 


13.2 


18^6 


18*4 


18.1 


18.7 


19.1 


18.8 


20*6 
















6*6 


6*4 


5.3 


7.6 


7.7 


7.1 


11*8 


24*9^ 


24*9 


22.8 


^ 27.1 


24.9 


26.4 


15*1 


18*7 


18*6 


18.3 


18. a 


19.5 


19.2 


21*9 


12*0 


10. Z 


7;9 . 


12.6 


15.3 


13.1 


22*6 


21*2 


22*9 


23.5 


22.2 


^ 18.3 


20.2 


12.P 


18*2 


17*8 


17:5 


* 18.2 


1§.7 


18.3 


19*8 


















« 






9*1 


9*1 


5.5 


10.9 


9.2 


6.8^- 


16*4 


19*7 


19*6 


21.3 


18.7 


20 JO 


21.8 


14*3 


12*1 


12*5 


11.6 


13.0 


10.2 


10.5 


9*2 


7*0 


7*1 


4.7 


« 8.8 


6.1 


6^2 


-6*0 


22.8 


22*5 


20.9 


23.6 


24.2 


24.9 


19*5 


12*8 ' 


13*0 " 


11.6 


14.0 


11.6 


11*5 


12*0 



7*5 
22*1 
11*6 



13*1 
L3*4 
12*0 



11*6 
16*5 
9*1 



7.5 

18 i4 
9*i4 



19*6 
12*8 
8*4 



1^/ 1,308 nonmetropolitan counties with 250 or «pre racial minority population* 
2/ Agriculture, forestry, fisheries, mining* 
3/ Durable and nondurable* 

4/ Wholesale and retail* t 
Source: Census of Population, 1970* 
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^pendi* table A~4— 'Income of growin^^d declln&g nonmefropoll 
by r*ce, region «nd level of urbanization, 1969 i/ 



tan counties 



Xtea 



Total 


^ ' Growth 


Decline 


Tot*,^ 


' Net in- [Net out- 
migifat ion-* migration ^ 


' Total 


.Less than [More than 
10 percent '10 percent 



South 



Ti^l nonmtropolitan 
Medi^^fanily incoae 
-#<!t7 below poverty level 

20,000 or aiore urban 
Midi&n family incoae 
Pet. below poverty level 

Leaa than ?G,000 urban 
Median fauLly income 
Pet. hiilow poverty level 



All nonaetropolitan 
if^itisa. i^ually income 
Pet. belw poverty level 

20,000 or tinre urban ^ 
Median family income 
Pet. below poverty level 

Lets than 20,000 urb 
Median family income 
Pet. below poverty level 



All nonmetrop^litan V 
Median family inconfe 
Pet. below poverty^ievel 

20,000 or more urban 
Median family income 
Pet. below poverty level 

Lcaa than 20,000 urban 
Median family *income 
Pet. below poverty level 



-Total population- 



$6,634 $7,068 $7,290 $6,909 $5,932 $6,127 ^$5,401 
27.4 22.9 20.3 24.8 33.8 3i.8 39.0 



$7,452 $7,652 $7,793 $7,528 $^,797 $6,904 
22.2 19.9 18.1 21.5 29.2 27.6 



$6,218 $6,651 $6,844 $6,531- $5,718 $5,874^ 
j25.2 22.3 26.9 35.1 33.3 



30.0 



26.9 35.1 
•White population—- 



$5,924 
0 39.6 



$5,349 
39.0 



$7,327 ' $7,550 $7,624 $7,494 $6,937 $7,105 



19.2 



17.5 16.7 



18.2 



22.2 



20.5 



$8ai8 $8,194 $8,174 $8,211 $7,864 $7,825 



15.1 



14.4 14.4 



.14.5 



17.2 



17.4 



\ 



$$,905 $7,078 $7,133 $7,042 $6,682 $6,844 
21.5 i».8 18.8 20.5 * 23.5 * 21.6 

. Racial minority populations^ 



$6,471 
26.6 



$8,233 
15.8 



$6,318 
27.5 



$3,833 $4,416 $4,770 $4,251 $3,404 $3,612 $2,887 
55.6 48.6 44.1 50.6 61.6 58.8 69.1 



$4,227 $4,631 $4,955 $4,455 $3,537 $3,700 $2,945 
50.7 45.7 41.5 47.9 60.0 57.4 69.7 



$3,680 $4,250 $4,597 $4,109 $3,373 $3,588 ii $2,877^ 
57.8 50.8 46.6 52.3 62.0 59.2 ' 69.0 




i ■ 



Appendix t«bU'A-4— Incom of fr«3wla$ tod declining notaetropolltan couitle. 
by race, region, end level of urbenizetloo, 1969— Continued 



Moctsouth 



All QOomtropoUtan 
Median fwily incowm 
Fct» ImIow pov«rty^«vel 

20,000 or Mr* urban 
4 Median fttily i&coM 
Pete below poverty level 

Lees then 20,000 urban 
Median faaily incoae 
Pet* below poverty level 



All nonaetropolitan 
Mediim family income 
Pet* belov poverty level 

20,000 or wore urban 
Median family incona 
Pet. below poverty level 

1MB than 20,000 urban 
Median family income 
?ct. below poverty level 



Growth 



Decide 



Total 



, : Net in- iNet out- 
Total ;aigration:mlgr«tion: 



Total 



iLeaa thiCn 
I 10 percent 



More than 
10 percent 



-Total population— 



$8 , 714 $9 ,026 $9 , 249 $8 , 818 $7 , 786 $7 , 982 



14.1 13.0 11.9 



14.1 



17.7 16.2 



$8,978 $9 , 195 $9 , 364 $9 , 0 31 $8 , 151 $8,253 



12.8 12.2 11.8 



12.6 



15.7 14.9 



$8,090 $8,547 $8,911 $8,181 $7,345 $7,606 



17.1 



15.5 12.5 



18.3 



20.0 17.8 



-White populatlon- 



$8,806 $9,^^4 $9^,314^ $8,936 $7,889^' $8,059 
13.0 11.9 11.5 12.*— Id^ 15.2 



$9,044 $9,260 $9,421 $9»102 $8,225 $8,322 
12.2 11.6 11.4 11.9 14.8 14.0 



$8,239 $8»715 $8,958 ^8,423 $7,482 $7,691 



^ 14.8 12.9 11.8 



14.1 



X8.1 



-Racial minority population' 



11 



1/ 1,308 nonmetropolitan countiea with 250 or more racial minority population. 
Source: Census of Population, 1970. 



$^,826 
24.3 



$7,399 
20.7 



$6,460 
26.5 



$7,049 
21.3 



$7,498 
19. « 



$6,754 
22.4 



All nonmetropolitan 
Median family income 
Pet* below poverty level 


: $6, no 
; 36.2 


$6,554 
33.3 


$6,829 
27.1 


$6,414 
36.0 


$4,626 
46.5 


$5,217 
40.3 


$3,433 
60.8 


20,000 or more urban 
Median famiTy income 
Pet. balow poverty level 


I 

: $6,709 
: 29.6 


$6,990 
27.5 


$7,021 
25.9 


$6,969 
28.5 


^$5,433 
39.5 


$5,572 
38.7 


^4,784 
45.0 


Leas than 20,000 urban 
Median family income 
Pete below poverty level 


i $5,406 
: 42.7 


$5,957 
39.7 


$6,414 
29.7 


$5,816 
42.3 


$4,101 
51.4 


$4,859 
41.9 


$3,228 
64.2 
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^pendix table A-5 — Percent of family Income from eelected eoiircee for growing 
and declining nonaetropolitan counties by race, region, and lev«l of urbanisation, 1969 ^ 



Item 


• Total 






Growth 








Decline 




• Total 


! Net in-- .'Net out* \ 
' migrat ion \ mlgr at ion \ 


Total 


! Less than \ 
\ 10 percent'. 


More than 
10 percent 


South 


















































All noniaetropolitan 




















Wage and salary 


76.8 


78. 


3 


77.3 


79. 


1 


74.2 


75.5 


70.3 


o.ucxmx aecurxcy 


4.2 


«j • 


s 


4.0 


3. 


6 


4.9 


4.7 


5.7 


Public assistance 


J 0.9 


0. 


7 


0.6 


0. 


8 


1.3 


1*2 


1.7 


20,000 or more urban 




















Wagf» and salary 


79.5 


80. 


0 


79.0 


80. 


9 


77.9 


78.2 


75.8 


Social Security ; 


3.5 


3. 


3 


3.5 


3. 


1 


4.3 


4«4 


3. 7 


Pliblic assistance 


0.6 


0. 


5 


0.4 


0. 


6 


1.0 


1.0 


1.2 


Less than 210,000 url>'an 




















Wage and salary 


75.2 


76. 


9 


75.6 


77. 


7 


73. 0\ 


74.5 


69*7 


Social Security : 


4.6 


4. 


2 


4.4 


4. 


0 


5.1 


4.8 


5.9 


Public assistance 


1.1 


0. 


9 


0.8 


0. 


9 


1.4 


1,3 


1.7 



-White population- 



All nonoetroDolitan 
Wage and^lary 
Social Security 
Public sentence 

20,000 or store urban 
Wage and salary 
Social Security 
Public assistance 

Less than 20,000 urban 
Wage and salary 
Social Security 
Public assi^ance 



All nonm^tropolitan 
Wage and salary 
Social Security 
Public assistance 

20,000 or ox>re urban ^ 
Wage and salary 
Social Security 
Public assistance 

Less than 20,000 turban 
Wage and salary 
Social Security 
Public assistance 



76.2 
4.0 
0.6- 



79.1 

3.3 
0.3 



74.5 
4.4 
0.7 



77.7^ 
3.7 
0.5 



79.5 
3.2 
0.3 



76.3 
4.1 
0«6 



76.8 
3.9 
0.4 



78.4 
3.5 
0.3 



75.0 
4.3 
0.6 



78.5 
3.5 
0.5 



80.4 
2.9 
0.3 



77.1 
3.9 
0.6 



73.5 
4.6 
0.7 



77.8 
3.9 
0.5 



72.2 
4.8 
0.8 



74.9 
4.3 
0.6 



78.2 
4.0 
0.5 



73.5 
4,5 
0.7 



-Racial minority popuiatlon- 



81*3 
5.9 
4.0 



83.1 
5.4 
3.2 



80.4 

-6*2 
4.3 



84.2 
5.1 
3.1 



85.1 
4*7 
2.5 



83.3 
5.3 

3.6 



84.8 
4.6 
2.7 



86.0 
4.3 
2*2 



83.7 
4.9 
3.3 



83.8 
5.3 
3.3 



84.6 
5.0 
2.7 



83.2 
5.5 
3.7 



78.2 
6.9 
4.9 



78.4 
6.9 
4.6 



78.2 
6.9 
4.9 



79.5 
6.^ 
4.4 



78.5 
6.7 
4.6 



79.8 
6.4 
4.4 



69.7 
5.3 
1.0 



75.2 
2.8 
0.4 



69.1 
5.6 
1.1 



74.0 
8.2 
6.3 



78.0 
7.8 
5.0 



73.4 
8.2 
6.5 



— Continued 
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Appendix table A-S-— Percent oi^fmrnily income from selected sources for growinf oba 
declining nonmetropoliten counties by rmce> region, and level of urbanisation, 1969— Continued 









Growth 






Decline 




Itea 

5 


Total 


• locax 


\ Net In- 
^algration 


^Net out- \ 
'migration* 


Total 


\ Less than \ 
\ 10 percent* 


Hore than 
10 percent 


















Konsouth : 
















• 














All noniMtropolitan 
















*tfage and salary 




78.3 


78.3 


78.4 


75.4 


77.0 


67a 


Social Security ; 




3*3 


3.3 


3.4 


4.4 


4.3 


446* 


Public aj^alstance : 


0*6 


U. D 




0.6 


0.9 


Vi .o 




20,000 or more urban 
















Wage and salary 


79*1 


79.0 


78.8 


79.3 


79.4 


80.0 


75. 0\ 


Social Security 




3.2_, 


3.2 


3.3 


4.1 


4.2 


4.1^ 


Public assistance 


0.6 


0.64 


_ 0.5 


0.6 


0.8 


0.8 


0.7 

ij 


Less than 20,000 urban 
















Wage and salary 


7 A H 


/D . JL 


7<; ^ 


75.6 


70.6 




62.0 


Social Security 


k n 
•t • u 


J. 0 


^ 7 


3*6 


4.7 


4.6 


4.9 


Public assistance 


0*7 


0.6 


0.5 


0.7 


1.0 


0.8 


1.6 




















/ 




^White population - 






AXJL nonxBecropoiican 




> 










67.0 


Wage and salary 


\ 77*6 


78.2 


78.1 


78.3 


75.4 


77.1 


Social Security 


\ 3*6 


3.3 


3.3 


3.4 


4.4 


4.3 


4.5 


Public assistance 








0.5 


0.8 


0.7 


0.9 


xu,uuu or more uroan 
















Wage and salary 


\ 79 .tp-^ 


78.9 


78.7 


79.2 


-79.4* 


80.0 


74.8 


Social Security 


: 3-4 


3.2 


3.2 


3.3 


4.1 


4a 


4a 


Ptjblic assistance 


: 0.5 


0.5 


0.5 


0.5 


0.8 


0.8 


0.7 


Less than 2u,UU0 urban 
















^/ Wage and salary 




7C O 


76*4 


75.1 


70.7 


73.% 


ox. o 


Social Security 




J. D 


3*7 


3.6 


4.7 


4-6 




Public asslstanaffc 


; 0.6 


0.5 


0.4' 


0.5 


0.7 


0.6 


1.1 






















^jtacial minority 






All nonmetropolitan 










74.3 




70*9 


Wage and salary 


: 81.2 


82.7 


84.7 


81*7 


75.3 


Social Sectxrity 


: 3^7 


3-4 


3.1 


3.6 


It 5.0 


4.7 


6.1 


Public assistance 






2.9 


3.0 


6.2 


4.9 




20,000 or more urban 
















Wage and salary 


\ 83.2 


83.7 


85.4 


82.6 


80.0 


79.4 


85.2 


oocxax decurxcy 






2.6 


* 3.5 


4.8 


4.8 , 


5.3 


Public assistance 


: 3.0 


2.8 


2.8 


2.8 


4.2 


4.2 


3.8. 


Less than 20,000 urban 
















Wage and salary 


\ 78. 7 


81.3 


82.8 


80.9 


69.4 


70.8 


66.5 


Social Security 


: 4.1 


3.8 


4.2 


3.6 


5.2 


4.6 


6.4 ^ 


Public asslstancib 


: 4.3 


3*3 


3.2 


3.4 


7.9 


5.4 


13.1 



XI 1,308 nonmetropolitan counties with 250 or more racial minority population. 
Source: Census of Population, 1970., 
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Appendix table S-1 — Population and nuabar of count iaa by population 
growth and decline, ragfon,-and le^l of urbanisation, 1970 i' 









Groirth 






Decline 


U- 




iocax • 


Total 


; Met in- 
[migration 


1 Nat out--* 
'migration * 


Total : 


Leaa than \ 
10 percent* 


Hore than 
10 percent 


Population (Thouaanda) -'^ 
















United Statea 
















All nonnetropolitan 
Total 

20,000 or nore urban 
Lesa than 20,000 urban 


r 55.217 
: 21,581 
. 33,636 


35,593* 
17,482 
ifi 111 


17.021 
9(104 

7 017 


V 18,572 
8,378 


19,624 
4,099 


14,443 

3,592 
10, 832 


5,181 
507 
4,673 


South 
















Total . 

20,000 or Are urban 

Leaa than 20,000 urban 


' 24,077 
: 7,594 
. 16,483^ 


14,177 
5,737 
8,440 


6,027 
2,709 
3,318 


8,150 
3,028 
5,122 


9,900 
1,857 
8,043 


7,060 
1,615 
5,445 


2,840 
242 
2,598 


Nonaouth 
















Total 

20»000 or aore turban 
Leaa than 20,000 urban 


I 

31,140 
13,987 
17,153 


21,416 
11,745 
9.671 


10,994 
6,395 
4,599 


10,422 
5,350 ' 
5,072 


9,724 
2,242 
7,482 


7,383 
1,977 
5*407 


2,341 
265 
2,076 


Nuaber of Count lea 
















United Statea 
















All nonnetropolitan 
Total 

20,000 or aore turban 
Leaa than 20,000 urban 


2,485 
326 
2.159 


1,188 
255 
933 


556 
131 
425 


632 
124 
508 


1,297 
71 
1,226 


7»0 
61 
719 


517 
10 
507 



South 



Total 


1,117 


531 


226 


305 


586 


376 


210 




20,000 or more turban 


126 


90 


44 


46 


36 


31 


5 




1 Leaa than 20,000 urban 


991 


441 


182 


259.. f 


550 


345 


205 




Nonaouth 


















Total 


1,368 


657 


.330 


327 


711 


404 


307 


i 


20,000 or more urban 


200 


165 


87 


^8 


35 


30 


5 




Leaa than 20,000 urban 


1^8 


492 


243 


249 


676 


374 


302 



1/ 2,485 nometropolltan couatie*. 

2/ Rows and coltnms aay not balance due to rounding. 

'Source: Cenaua of Population, 1970. 



ERIC 



37 

0043 



( 



Appcndijc table B-2 — Po^^atioa change for growing and declining 
nonaetropolitan counties by region «nd level of urbtolzation, 1960-1970 i/ 









Growth . 






Decline 




^ .B^lon 


: Total 


: To^l 
• ^ 


; Net In- i ; 

* migration * 


Net out- 
migratlon 


• Total 


Less than I More than 
10 percent i 10 perc^ptft 


United States 


y 










Change 1960-1970 
Afliount (000) ^' 
Percent 


' 2,349 


3,986 
12. 6 


2,946 1 
20,9 i 


. 1,-040 ^ 
5.9 


* 

*-l,637 
-7.7 


—0 /O 

-4.5. 


— 7D*^ 

-15.6 


Souths^ 

Chadge 1960-1970 
^feoimt (000) 


: 735 


1,593 
. / 


^ J ' 

1,097 

22. 3 „ 


496 
6.5 


-8.'0 


-331 
-4.5 


-527 
-15.7 


Nonsouth 
















Change 1960-1970 
Amount (000) 
Percent 


1,614 
5.5 


2,39^ 
12.6 


1,848 
.20. 2 


545 
5.5 


-179 
-7.4 


-347 
-4.5 


-431 
-15.6 










sQore urban 














----20,000 or 


population- 


J 




United States 














Change 1960-1970 
AiBOunt (000) 
Percent 

South 


. 2,085 
lU • / 


2,327 
15.4 


1,770 
24.1 

< 


557 ^ 
7.1 


-242 
-5.6 


JLOX 

-4.3 


-13.8 


Change 1960-1970 
Aj&ount (000) 
Percent 


744 
in Q 


837 


589 
27.8 


248 
8.9 


-93 
-4.8 


-61 
-3.6 


-32 
-11.7 


Nohsouth 
















Change 1960-1970 
Amount (000) 
Percent ' 


1»341 
10.6 


1,490 
14.5 


1,181 
22.7 


309 
6.1 


-149 
-6.2 


-100 
-4.8 


-49 
-15.6 












United States 






— Less than 20,000 urban population 

i 




' Change 1960-1970 ] 
Aiaount (000) \ 
Percent * : 


265 
O.o 


1,659 
10.1 


1,176 
17.5 


483 
5.0 


-1,394 
-8.2 


-515 
-4.5 


-879 
-15.8 * 


South ' * 
















Change 1960-^1970 : 
Ajaount (000) : 
Percent : 


-0.1 


756 
9.8 


508 
18.1 


248 
5.1 


-765 
-8.7 


-269 
-4.7 


-496 
-16.0 


Nonsouth * 
















Change 1960-1970 : 
Amount (000) : 
Percent : 


274 
1.6 


903 
10.3 


667 
17.0 


236 
4.9 


-629 
-7.8 


-246 
-4.4 


-383 
-15*6 



\J 2,485 aoiunetropolltan cotinties. 

7j Rows and columns do not balance precisely due to rounding. 
Source: Census of Population, 1970. 
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Appendix table J-3 — Coaponentfe of population chenfa In trowing end declining 
nonaetropollten^countiee by region end level of urbenizetion, 1960-1970 



' 1— — 1 

* * 

Region 

• / 


2 Populetion 

> * 


Populetion . 
change,, 1960-1970 


Costponente of population change^ 


Natural increase 


Net Bigration ( 


: 1970 P 1960 


Nuaber \ Percent 


Nuisber Percent 


Nuflber \ Percent 



South 

Total 
' Growing 

Declining 

Noneouth 
Total 

Growing * 
* ]>ecllnlng 



United States 
Total 
Growing 
Declining 

South 
Total 
Growing 
Declining 

Nonsouth 
Total 
Growing 
Declining 



United States 

* Total 
Growing 
Declining 

South 
Total 
Growing 
Declining 

Nonsouth ' 
Total 
Growing^ 
Declining 



Thou^ 



Thou^ 



Thou. 



Thou. 



-Ail monmetropolitan- 



United States 


















Total 


• 55,213 \ 


52,868 


2,345 


4.4 


5,316 


10.1 


t2,971 


-5.6 


Growing 


' 35,452 




3,990 


12.7. \ 


3,513 


11.2 


477 


1.5 


Declining 


• 19,761 


21,406 


-1,645 


-7.7 ) 


1»803 


8.4 


-3,448 


-16a 



14,087 
9,990 



31,136 
21.365 
9,771 



21,458 
17,319 
4,139 



7,475 
5,618 
1,857 



13,983 
11,701 
2,282 



^33,755 
A8,133 
15,622 



16,602 
8, '469 
8,133 



17,152 
9,664 
7,489 



23,342 
12,488 
10,854 



29,526 
18,974 
10:552 



19,387 
15,004 
4,383 



6,741 
4,791 
1,950 



12,646 
10,^3 
2,433 



33,481 
16,458 
17,02?, 



16,601 
7,697 
8,904 



16,880 
8,762 
8,118 



735 
1,599 
-864 



1,610 
2,391 
-781 



3*2 
I2.8 
-8.0 



,5.5 
12*6 
-7.4 



2,627 
1,508 
1,119 



2,689 
2.005 



11.3 
12.1 
10*3 



S84 



20,000 or more urban population 



9.1 
10.6 
6.5 



-1,892 
91 
-1,983 

/ 

-1J)79 
386 
-1,465 



0.7 

-18t3 



-3.7 
2.0 
-13.9 



2,071 
2.315 
-244 

^ 827 
-93 



1,337 
1,488 
-151 



10*7 
15.4 
-5.6 



10.? 
17.3 
-4.8 



10.6 
14.6 

-6 a 



2,314 
1,865 

"\ 449 



920 
690 

230 



1,394 
1,175 
219 



11.9 
12.4 
10.2 



13.6 
14.4 
11.8 



11.0 
11.5 
9.0 



-243 
450 
-693 



-186 
137 
-323 



-57 
313 
-370 



—Less than 20,000 "urban population — 



274 
1,675 
-1,401 



1 

772 
-771 



272 
902 
-62? 



0.8 
10.2 
-8.2 



2/ 
10.0 
-8.7 



1.6 
10.3 
-7*7 



3,002 
1,649 
1,354 



1,707 
818 
889 



1,296 
8^ 
465 



9.0 
10.0 

8e0 



10.3 
10.6 

id.o 



7.7 
9.5 
5.7 



-2,729 
26 

^2,755 



-1,705 
r45 
-1,660' 



-1,023 
72 

-1,095 



-1.3 
3.0 
-15.8 



-2.8 
2.9 
-16.6 



-0.5 
3.1 



-8.2 
0.2 
-16.2 



-10.3 
-0.6 
-18.6 



-6.1 

0-8 
-13.5 



1/ 2,485 nonnetropolitan counties. 
Source: U*S* Bureau of the Census, 
Reports, Series F-25, No* 402, 1971. 



2/ Less than .05 percent. 

^Couponents of Population Change," Current Population 
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Appendix table 5-4 — Age and sex compoaltlon of growing mnd declining ^ " 
noniaetropolitan counties by region and level of u^^banization, 1970 



Item : 


Tctpl 






Growth 








Decline 




: Total 


: Net in- 
[migration 


Net out-; 
.migration*. 


Total 


\ Less than \ 
\ It) percent! 


More than 
10 percent 




— 














United 


States — 






























2ft 


'I 


2 7 




27. 


V 


27. 


4 * 




30.0 ' 


30.8 


Dependency ratio 1/ 


86. 


5 


83. 


2 


79! 


ft 


86. 


3 


Q2 


91.1 


98.2 


tex ratio 1' 


96, 




97. 


5 


98. 


6 


965. 


6 


95.1 


95.0 r 


95.5 


20^000 or fl^fp iirhATi 
























Median 3.it€i 


40 . 


ft 


2A 


A 






26. 


7 


26.6 


29.1 


25.6 


Dependency ratio 


oU . 


A 


70 
fy» 


U 


/ J • 


Q 


82. 


7 




84.7 


97.7 


Sex ratio 


Q 7 






1 

X 


00 
yy • 


2 


96. 


8 


93.8 


93-9 


93.5 


Less than 20,000 urban 
























MaH 1 An A<?<t 

VMSU XOli OJJC 


. 


C 
J 




D . 




4 


28. 


0 


30.7 


30. 3 


31.5 




on 


7 
/ 


fi 7 


0 

-3 




0 


89. 


5 




f 3* 3 


98. 3 


5iPY l"Atlf* 


yo . 


J 


0 7 

y 1 » 


1 
X 


0 7 

y / m 


6 


96. 


A 


95.5 


95.4 


^5.8 
























t 






















All nontn^t rnnn 1 i t An 
























' MikH'fAn Affe 


2 2 


Q 


2 7 


J 




1 


27. 


1 


28.7 


28.^ 


28.7 * 


Dependency ratio 


85. 


8 


81. 


2 


78. 


0 


82. 


8* 


92. 8 


90.6 


98,5 


?Sex ratio 


: 95 


5 


96. 


7 


97. 


9 




9 


93.8 


93.8 


93.9 


20^000 ni* mnro iifKAn 
























Mftdian Afift 

lieu ■ 


2 A 




2 ^ 


0 


c\) « 


1 


25. 


7 


27,5 


28.0 


24.3 


Dependency ratio 




1 

t X 


Ift 
/ 0 


n 
u 


/ *♦ • 


Q 
0 


71. 


2 


ftQ 1 
oy * X 


87.0 


104,1 


Sex ratio 




g 
y 


Qft 




99 . 


8 


97. 


1 


92.5 


92,5 


91.8 


Less than 20,000 urban 
























ricuxcui 


2ft 


Q 

> o 


2ft 


7 


29 


9 


28. 


0 


29,0 


28,9 


29.1 






yj 


ftA 


0 


ft2 




86. 


4 


0 7 

y j» / 


91.7 


98,0 


Si^it ratio 




9 


95 


5 


96. 


3 


95. 


2 


94.2 


. 94.2 


94.1 
























All n onttu>^ fnnn 1 ^ ^An 






















MfkHI An A OA 


2ft 


• o 


27 




27 


3 


27, 


7 


31.8 


31.4 


33.4 


Dependency ratio 


: 87 




84 


.5 


80, 


3 


89. 


2 


93.1 


91.6 


97.8 


Sex ratio 




.6 


Qft 


1 

JL 


99 


0 


97. 


2 


96.5 


96.2 


97,5 


























M^H 1 An AOP 

vlCU XOU 


: 27 


.1 


26 


.6 


26 


1 


27. 


4 


29.5 


29*9 


26.8 


Dependency ratio * 


: 81 


.1 


80 


.5 


76 


3 


85. 


9 


83.8 


82,8 


92,1 


Sptc rAtlo 


: 97 


.4 


97 


.9 


99 


0 


96 


7 


94.9 


94,9 


95.1 


'Less than 20,000 urban 
























Median age 


\ 30 


.1 


28 


.5 


29 


a 


28 


0 


32.6 


31.9 


34.4 


Dependency ratio ^ 


: 92 


.3 


89 


.6 


86 


.3 


92 


7 


96.0 


95.0 


98.6 


Sex ratio 


97 


.7 


98 


.3 


98 


.9 


97 


7 


97.0 


96.6 


97.9 



)J 2,485 nonmetropolitan counties. * 

7jf Persons imder 18 years of age plus persons 65 years old and over as a percent of persons 18 
to 64- * 

3/ Males per 100 females* 

Source: Census of Population, 19 70. 
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Appendix tabic B~5— Education*! attainaent, occupatlorml atatuB, and labor fotcK participation 
of growing and declinlng~nonaetropolitan countlea by region and level ot urbanization, 1970 1' 



Ites 



idl nonnetropoXltan 
c^Kedlan achool yeara completed 2/ 
Pet. lihite collar 1/ 

malca in labor force — 
feaalea in labor force 



Pet. 
Pet. 



20»000 or mora urban 
Hadian achool yeara ^oapleted 
Pet. %ihlte collar * 
Pet. aalea tn labor force 
Pet. fenalea *ln labor force 

Leaa than 20,000 urban 

Had Ian achool yeara completed 
Pet. white collar 
Pet. malea in labor "force 
Pet. femalaa in labor force 



All lummatropolltan 

Median achool yeara completed 
Pet. white collar 
Pet* maicca In labor force 
Pet. itamalca in labor force 

20 » 000 or more urban 

Median achool yeara completed 
P<||h» white collar 
Pet. malca in labor force 
Pet. femalea in labor force 

Leaa than 20,000 urban 

Median achool yeara completed 
P^t* white collar 
Pet. malea in labor force 
Pet. femalea in labor force 



All nonmaci^politan 

Median achool yeara completed 
Pet. white collar 
Pet. malea in labor force 
Pet. femalea in labor force 

20,000 or more urban 

Median achool yeara completed 
Pet. white collar 
Pet. malea in labor force 
Pet. femalea in labor force 

Leaa than 20^000 urban 

hedian achool yeara coa^leted 
Pet. white collar 
Pet. malea in labor force 
Pet. femalea in labor force 



Gr?>wth 



Decline 



Total 



Total 



; Net in- , 
'migration^ 



Net out-. ^ 
mlgratioh: ^^^'^ 



Leaa than * More than 
10 percent; 10 percent 



-United Statea* 



11.2 


11.6 


12.0 


36.5 


37.0 


39.2 


66.4 


66.8 


65.7 


36.0 


37.7 


37.9 


12.0 


12.1 


12. 1 


40.1 


40.6 


42,7 


66.1 


66. 1 


65.0 


38.1 


38.9 


38.9 


l6.7 


u.o 


11.4 


32.6 


33.5 


35-1 


66.6 ' 


67.5 


66.4 


34.7 


36.5 


36.7 


9*9 


10.3 


10.7 


33.0 


34.1 


36.2 


64.0 


64.7 


63.7 


35.7 


37.7 


37.5 


11.0 


11.1 


11.6 


38.3 


38.5 


40.4 



63.1 
38.4 



9.5 
30.5 
64. 5~ 
34.5 



12.1 
37.5 
68.2 
36.3 



12.1 
41.1 
67.7 
38.0 



12.0 
34.5 
68.7 
34.9 



62.6 
39.5 



9.8 

'^1.1 
66a 
36.4 



62.0 
38. 



10.2 
32.8 
65.2 
36.7 



12.1 
4B.9 
68.3 

37.7 



12.2 
41.6 
67.8 
38.6 



12.0 
35.6 
68.8 
36.5 



12.2 
40.8 
66. 7 
38.1 



12.2 
43, ; 
66.3 
39.1 



12.1 
36.7 
67.3 
36.7 



11.2 
35.0 
68.0 
37.5 



11.8 
38.3 
67.4 
38.9 



10.6 
32.8 
65.7 
33.1 



11.5 
38.0 
66*0 
34.8 



10.7 
33.0 
66.2 
34.2 



11.5 
37.7 
66.1 
34.7 



12.1 
36.9 
69.9 
37.2 



12 A 
39.1 
69. J? 
38.1 



12.0 
34.5 
70.1 
36.4 



11.9 

34.2 
68.2 
33.3 



12.0 
38.2 
b?.2 
34. 7 



11.8 
33.1 
68.5 
32.9 



11.9 
34.6 
68.3 
33.9 



U.O 
37.8 
67.2 
34. ; 



11.8 
33.5 
68.6 

33.7 



10.1 
32.1 
64.1 
30.3 



11.2 
40.2 
65.0 
35.8 



10.7 
32.2 

68. 

36.3 
— South- 


10.3 
31.4 
65.6 
32.7 


10.4 
31.5 
66.3 
34.0 


10.0 
31. 3^* 
64.0 
29.7 


9.9 


9.5 


9.7 


9.0^ 


32.5 


31.3 


31^3 


31.2 


65.4 - 


63.1 


64.1 


60.7 


37.8 


32.9 


34.4 


29.3 


10.7 * 


10.6 


10.7 


9.8^ 


36.8 


37.8 


37.6 


38.7 


63.3 


64.5 


64.7 


63.2 


40.3 


35.0 


34.7 


38.9 


9.5 


9.2 


9.4 


8.9 


29.9 


29.8 


29.4 


30.5 


66.7 


62.8 


63.9 


60.5 


36.3 


32.5 ^ 


34.3 


28.6 


-Noneouth* 









11.8 
33.1 
68.0 
31>4 



12.1 
41. b 

66.5 
34.9 



11. ? 
32.1 
68.2 
31.0 



1/ 2,485 nonoetropolitan countlea. 



. . ^ ^ ^ 1/ Population 25 years and older. 3/ Professional, technical 

and kindred; manager, official and proprietor; clerical; sales, 4/ Aged 14*or more v^ars. 
Source: Cenaua of Popiaatlon, 1970. 
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Appendix table B-6-»-E«ploy«cnt by industry of growing and declining . 4 
non»etropolit*n countiei by region end level of virbenijtetion, 1970 — ' 



Item 



All noiuMtropolitan 
Pet. Iptrective ^ . 
Pet. manufecturlng 2' 
Pet. tifade ^' 

20 » 000 or nore urban 
^ Pet. extractive 
\Pet. oanufaeturing 
Pet. trade 

Leas than 20,000 urban 
Pet>. *extr active 
Pet. oanufacturing 
Pet. trade 



All nonnetropolitan 
Pet. extractive 
Pet. nanufacturing 
Pet* trade 

20 » 000 or sore urban 
Pet. extractive 
Pet. Mnufactiiring 
Pet. Jtraie 

Less than 20 » 000 urban 
Pet. extractive 
Pet. nanufacturing 
Pet. trade 



Total K 



Total 



Growth 

Net in-, 
migration 



Net out- 
migration 



Total 



Decline 

Less than 

10 perceiyt 



More than 
10 percent 



-United States 



11.1 
24.3 
17.7 



6.*6 
23.8 
18.4 



14.2 
23.3 
17.2 



8.4 
26.4 
17.6 



6.2 
26.0 
18<2 



10.5 
26.8 
17.0 



7.3 
24.6 
17.8 



5.5 
24.3 
18.0 



9.4 
24.9 
17.5 



9.3 
28.1 
17.4 



7.0 
27.8 
18.4 



11.3 

aa.3 

16.5 



16.5 
20.2 
17.9 



8.3 
24.7 
18.9 



18.7 
19.0 
17.6 



14.0 
22.8 
17.7 



7.8 
25.8 
18.7 



16.1* 

21.8 

17.4 



-South 



10.5 
26.9 
16.7 



6.6 
26.3 
18.0* 



12.4 
27.1 
16.0 



7.8 
29.2 
16.6 

5.V 
27.3 
17.8 



9.3 
30.5 
15.8 



J 

7.6 
26.7^ 
17.1 



5.7 
25.2 
17.6 



9.1 
27.9 
16.6 



8.0 
31.1 
16.3 



5.7 
29.2 
18.0 



14.7 
23.2 
16.7 



9.4 
22.9 
18.7 



9.5 
32.2 
15.3 16.2 



1^.0 
^.3 



12.3 
26.0 
16.5 



9.0 
23.6 
18.6 



13.3 
26.7 
15.9 



1^/ 2,465 nonasetvopolitan counties* 

2/ Agriculture, forestry, fisheries, mining. 

3/ Durable and nondurable. ^ 

UJ Wholesale and retail. s 

Source: Census of Population, 1970. 



24.0 
12.4 
18.2 



12.0 
16.5 
20.5 



25.3 
12.0 
18.0 



21.5 
15.4 
17.2 



12.4 
18.0 
19.2 



22.3 
15.1 
17.0' 

























All nonmetropolitan 




^8.7 








15.6 


26.7 




Pet. extractive - 


U.6 


7.1 


10.3 


18.2 




Pet. manufacturing 


22.4 


24.6 


23.5 


25.8 


17.4 


19.9 


9.3 




Pe(. trade 


|18.4 


18.2 


18.2 


18.2 


19.0 


18.8 


19. i 




20,000 or mote urban 


















Pet. extractives 


6.6 


6.5 


5.4 


7.7 


7.4 


6.9 


11.7 




Pet. manufacturing 


: 25.5 


25.4 


24.0 


27.0 


26.2. . 


27.6 


15.2 




Pet. trade 


: 18.5 


18.4 


18.2 


^18.7 


19.1 


18.8 


21.7 




*^ 

Less than 20,000 urban 














♦ 28.5 


1 


Pet. extractive 


\ 15.8 


U.5 


9.6 


13.2 


21.4 


18.7 




Pet. manufacturing 


: 19.8 


23.7 


22.8 


24.5 


14.8 


17.2 


8.6 




Pet . trade 


: 18.4 


17.9 


18.2 


% 17.7 


18.9 


18.9 


19.0 
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Apptodlx table Income of growing end declining nonnetropoliten 

counties hy region end level of urbenizetion, 1969 , 









¥ 

Growth 




*■ ■ * 


Decline 




Item 


I Total 


: Total 


: Net in- ] Net out-'] 
Inigration'iKlgratlon i 


To^al : 
« 


Less than ] Hore than 
10 percent* 10 percent 


■> , ': 












i 










— United States 




1 


All noiuiettopoliten 

Medien fenily Incooe 
"Pet* below poverty level j 


$7,615 
20*2 


$8,096 
17*1 


$8,346 
15,3 


$7,871 
18*8 


$6,743 
25.7 


$6,955 
2410 


$6,129 
30.5 


20,000 or more urban 
Hedlen {emily Inconie 
Pet* below poverty level 


15^9 


$8,707 
14*5 


$8,907 
13*4 


$8,493 
15*7 


$7,601 
21.6 


$7,699 
20.5 


$6,802 
29.8 


Less than 20,000 urben 
Median faxily Incoiie 
Pet* below poverty level 


" $7,063 
22.9 


$7,527 
19*6 


$/,723 
17.4 


$7,376 
21.2 


$6,514 
26*8 


$6,702 
25*1 


$6,060 
30.5 



All noxz^tvopoliten ^ 
HtdiMtt f anlly income 
^ct. below povertjr level 



20,000 or more urban 
Median fawily income 
?tt* below poverty level 

/> 

Less than 20,000 urban 
Median family income 
Pet* below poverty level 



All nonmetVopolitan 
Median family income 
Pet* below poverty level 

20,000 or more urban * 
Median family income 
Pet* below poverty level 

Less than 20,000 urban 
Median family income 
Pet* below poverty level 



-South— 



$6,534 $6,979 $7,162 $6,844 $5,852 $6,041 
27*8 23*3 20*7 25.2 34.0, 32.0 



$7,444 $7,639 $7,764 $7,578 $6,797 $6,904 
25*2 19.9 18.1 21.5 29.2 27.6 



$6,130 $6,563 $6,707 $6,466 $5,653 $5,806 
30.2 25*6 22*8 27.3 _35*1 33*3 



-Nonsouth* 



$8,416 $8,829 $9,001 $8,653 $7,559 $7,746 
14.3. »13.0 12*3 13.7 17.2 16.3 



$9,022 $9,229 $9,419 
12.5 11.9 tl.5 



\ 



7,931 $8,377 $8,484 
15.8 14.3 13.5 



$9,014 $8,140 $8,230 
12.5 15.4 14.7 



$8,281 $7,377 $7,553 
15.0 17.7 16.8 



r 



$5,364 / 
39.0 



$5,924^ 
39.6 * 



$5,306 
38.9* 



$6,953 
^0*1 



$7,399 
20.7 



$6,898 
20.0 ^ 



1/ 2,485 nonmetropolitan counties* 
Source: Census of Popxaatlon, 1970. 
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Apptndix Ukbl* B-^'^?ftrc«nt of *ftudly iocoM fro« ■•lected aourcet for 



growing and dtcXiaing noQMtropoIitcxi counties hy region and level of urbanisation* 1969 



1/ 



Itmk 


Total 


Growth * ^ Decline 


I Total 


[ Hat in- ; Het out-j rotmi 
'Ai^ration:»lgratiottj 


Less than j More than 
1 10 percent* 10 percent 




. , United Statet-t 



All nwpKropclitan 
¥M90^tmd salary 



75.0 



77.2 



76.9 



77.5 



70.4 



I«ess than 20,000 urban 
Wage and salary 

. Social Security 
Public assistam|e^ 



All nonnatropolitan 
Wage and salary 
Social Seciirity 
Public assistance 

20^000 oiSpore urban 
Wage and salary 
Social Security 
Public assistance 

Less than 20,000 urban 
Wage and^ salary ^ 
Social Security 
Public assistance 



74.6 
4.7 
1.1 



76.2 
4.3 
0.9 



74,5 
4.6 
0.8 



77.4 
4.1 
1.0 



/2.5 
' 5.3 
1.4 



-Nonsouth- 



74.2 
3.8 
0.6 



79.0 
3.4 
0.6 



69.9 
4.2 
0.5 



76.9 
3.5 
0.5 



78.9 
0.5 



74.2 
3.9 
0.5 



77.1 
3.5 
0.5 



78.8 
3.2 
0.5 



74.4 
4.0 
0.5 



76.7 
3.5 
0.5 



79.1 
3.3 
0.6 



7^.0 
3.8 
0.5 



67,7 
4.6 
0.7 



79.5 
. 4.2 
0.8 



64.1 
4*7 
0.6 



72.4 



64.4 



Social Security 


4.0 


3.6 


3.7 


3.6 


4.8 


4.6 


5.3 


Pt^lic assistance 


{ 0.7 


0.6 


0.5 


0.6 


1.0 


0.9 


1.2 


20»000 or aore urban 
















Wage and salary 


I 79.2 


79.2 


78.8 


79.7 


78.8 , 


79.3 


75.3 


Social Security 


3.4 


3.3 


3.1 


3.3 


4*2 


4.3 


3.9 


Public asaistance 


: . 0.6 


0.5 


0.5 


Ck6 


0*9 . 


0.9 


0.9 


Less than 20»000 urban- 
















Wage and salary 


\ 72.0 


' 75.1 


74.5 


75.5 


67.9 


70.0 


63.1 


Social Security 


4.4 


4.1 


4.2 


3.9 


5.0 


4.8 


5.5 


Public assistance 


0.8 


0.7 


^ 0.6 


0.7 


1.0 


0.9 


1.2 










i—South— 








' *■ 
















All nonaetropolitan 
















Wage and salary 


76.2 


77.8 


76.6 


78.8 


73.7 


75.1 


69.8 


> Social ^Security 


4.3 


3.9 


4.1 


17 


5.1 


4.8 


5.8 


Public assistance 


I U.O 


. 0.7 


0.6 


^ 0.8 


1.3 


1.2 


1.7 


20,000 or aore urban 
















Wa^ge end salary 


I 79.4 


79.9 


78.8 


80.9 


77.9 


78.2 


75.7 


Social Security 


: 3.5 


3.3 


3.6 


3.1 


4.3 


4.4 


3.7 


Public assistance 


( 0.6 


0.5 


0.4 


0.6 


1.0 


1.0 


1.2 



74.1 
4.9 
1.3 



A. 



70.3 
4-5 

oU 



80.1 
4.2 
0.8 



66*6 
4.6 
0.6 



69.2 
6.0 

1.7* 



59.3 
4.8 
0.7 



75.0 
4.1 
0.7 



57.3 
4.9 
0.7 



1/ 2,485 nonnetropolitan counties. 
Source: Censua of Population, 1970. 



44 



UNITED STATES O^ARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
WASHINGTON^ O.C. 20250 



OFFICIAL BUSINESS 
PeNALTVFOR ^RIVATt USE, $300 



POSTACe AND FEES PAID 
^ OEPARTMCNT OF 

AGRICULTURE 
A^ lot 

FIRST CLASS 




a 



( 



ECONOMIC RESEARCH SERVICE 
Econ<ynic Development Division 

Ttie Economic Research Service (ERS) develops information on a broad array 
of issues for decisionmakers at ail leVpls — including members of Congress, USDA 
policy officials. State and local administrators, farmers and farm organizations, 
and consumers* ERS, thrdugh its Economic Development Division (EDD) , provides 
inforjnation^ to help improve the**conditions df rural life in the United States* 
It Allects, analyzes, and publishes data on population, employment, incomes, 
farm and ^ioi?farm workers, job skills, ana education ^levels . ^t also evaluates . 
changes in rural' communities — schools, housing, medical services, and public 
facilities* Other recent EDD publications include: 
/ 

* Social and Ecofl^faic Characteristics of the Population in M^tro^ and Nonmetro 
Counties, 1970 '(AeR 272) by Fred K. Hines, David L. Broim, and John M* Zimmer. 

* State Programs for the Differential Assessment of Farm and Open sjace Land 
(AER 256) 'by Thomas F^^Had^r and Ann Gordon Sibold. 

* American Indians in Transition (AER 283) by Helen W» Johnson* 

* Farm Real Estate Taxes: Recent Trends .and Developments (RET 14) by Jerome 
Stam and Eleanor Courtney. 

* The Revival of Population Growth in Nonmettopolitan America (ERS 605) by 
Calvin L. Beaje. 



Single copies are free on request to Publicatlloi^ervices , Rm. 0054-S, ERS, 
U.S"* Department of ^agriculture , Washington, dIC*^0250. 



